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The House met at 12 noon. 
Rev. Charles Mallon, permanent 

deacon, Holy Family Church, Mitch
ellville, Md., offered the following 
prayer: 

The fool says in his heart, "There is 
no God.,, They are corrupt, they do 
abominable deeds, there is none that 
does good. 

The Lord looks down from Heaven 
upon the children of men, to see if 
there are any that act wisely, that seek 
after God.-Psalm 14: 1-2. 

Father, each of us know You in a 
cliff erent measure, some wish to know 
You better, others are content and 
still others are looking for the faith to 
trust in Your revelation. Move each of 
us a step closer that we might see our
selves as being made in Your image 
and likeness. 

We ask this through Christ Our 
Lord. Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
The SPEAKER. The Chair has ex

amined the Journal of the last day's 
proceedings and announces to the 
House his approval thereof. 

Pursuant to clause l, rule I, the 
Journal stands approved. 

MESSAGE FROM THE 
PRESIDENT 

A message in writing from the Presi
dent of the United States was commu
nicated to the House by Mr. Saunders, 
one of his secretaries. ' 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 
A message from the Senate by Mr. 

Sparrow, one of its clerks, announced 
that the Senate agrees to the amend
ment of the House to a bill of the 
Senate of the following title: 

S. 1808. An act to authorize an Under Sec· 
retary of Commerce for Economic Affairs. 

The message also announced that 
the Senate had passed with amend
ments in which the concurrence of the 
House is requested, bills of the House 
of the following titles: 

H.R. 3126. An aet to direct the Secretary 
of the department in which the U.S. Coast 
Guard is operating to cause the vessel Sky 
Lark to be documented as a vessel of the 
United States so as to be entitled to engage 
in the coastwise trade; and 

H.R. 5922. An act making urgent supple
mental appropriations for the fiscal year 
ending September 30, 1982, and for other 
purposes. 

The message also announced that 
the Senate insists upon its amend
ments to the bill CH.R. 5922) entitled 
"An act making urgent supplemental 
appropriations for the fiscal year 
ending September 30, 1982, and for 
other purposes," disagreed to by the 
House; requests a conference with the 
House on the disagreeing votes of the 
two Houses thereon; and appoints Mr. 
HATFIELD, Mr. STEVENS, Mr. WEICKER, 
Mr. McCLURE, Mr. GARN, Mr. SCHMITT, 
Mr. COCHRAN, Mr. ANDREWS, Mr. 
ABDNOR, Mr. KASTEN, Mr. D'AMATO, 
Mr. MATTINGLY, Mr. PROXMIRE, Mr. 
STENNIS, Mr. INOUYE, Mr. HOLLINGS, 
Mr. EAGLETON, Mr. CmLEs, Mr. JOHN
STON, Mr. DECONCINI, Mr. HUDDLE
STON, Mr. BURDICK, and Mr. BUMPERS 
be the conferees on the part of the 
Senate. 

The message also announced that 
the Senate had passed bills and joint 
resolutions of the following titles, in 
which the concurrence of the House is 
requested: 

S. 836. An act for the relief of S. Sgt. Anne 
M. Fisher; 

S. 1422. An act to authorize the donation 
of surplus property to any State for the con
struction and modernization of criminal jus
tice facilities; 

S. 1912. An act to amend title 5, United 
States Code, to authorize the Administrator, 
Federal Aviation Administration, to pay ad
ditional premium pay to air traffic control
lers and certain other employees of the Fed
eral Aviation Administration, and for other 
purposes; 

S. 1947. An act to improve small business 
access to _Federal procurement information; 

S. 2215. An act to recognize the organiza
tion known as the National Association of 
State Directors of Veterans Affairs, Incor
porated; 

S.J. Res. 133. Joint resolution to authorize 
and request the President to designate 
August 14, 1982, as "National Navajo Code 
Talkers Day"; 

S.J. Res. 162. Joint resolution to authorize 
and request the President to designate the 
week of June 20, 1982, through June 27, 
1982, as "National Safety in the Workplace 
Week"; and 

S.J. Res. 190. Joint resolution to authorize 
and request the President to designate "Na
tional Family Week". 

RESOLUTION INTRODUCED ON 
CONDITIONAL SUSPENSION OF 
FUNDS TO EL SALVADOR 
<Mr. PEYSER asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. PEYSER. Mr. Speaker, yester
day, at the Maryknoll Sisters Center 
in New York, I met with Bill Ford, a 
brother of one of the nuns murdered 
in El Salvador in December 1980. He 
has been working with the families of 
the three other nuns also murdered 
there. 

After nearly 18 months, the situa
tion is far from resolved as to who is 
guilty, whether anyone will be tried, 
and whether our own State Depart
ment and the FBI are condoning what 
has happened by not releasing, either 
to the Congress or to the families, in
formation about what transpired 
before and after the nuns' deaths. 

It is for this reason that I am intro
ducing a resolution today calling for 
the suspension of all funds, economic 
and military, to El Salvador until such 
time as the President has determined 
that a satisfactory conclusion has been 
reached into the investigation and 
prosecution of the parties responsible 
for the slaying of the four American 
nuns. It is increasingly difficult for the 
American people to believe that we in 
the Congress are willing to let this 
outrageous situation continue without 
forcing our own Government to reveal 
what it knows about this crime. 

COMMUNICATION FROM THE 
CLERK OF THE HOUSE 

The SPEAKER laid before the 
House the following communication 

D This symbol represents the time of day during the House proceedings, e.g., D 1407 is 2:07 p.m. 
e This "bullet" symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by the Member on the floor. 
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from the Clerk of the House of Repre
sentatives: 

WASHINGTON, D.C., JUNE 2, 1982. 
Hon. THOMAS P. O'NEILL, Jr., 
The Speaker, U.S. House of Representatives, 

Washington, D. C. 
DEAR MR. SPEAKER: Pursuant to the per

mission granted in the Rules of the House 
of Representatives, I have the honor to 
transmit a sealed envelope from The White 
House, received in the Clerk's Office at 3:00 
p.m. on Tuesday, June 1, 1982 and said to 
contain H.R. 5118, an Act to provide water 
to the Papago Indian Tribe of Arizona and 
its members, to settle Papago Indian water 
rights claims in portions of the Papago res
ervations, and for other purposes, and a 
veto message thereon. 

With kind regards, I am 
Sincerely, 

EDMUND L. HENSHAW, Jr., 
Clerk, 

U.S. House of Representatives. 

SOUTHERN ARIZONA WATER 
RIGHTS SETTLEMENT ACT OF 
1982-VETO MESSAGE FROM 
THE PRESIDENT OF THE 
UNITED STATES <H. DOC. NO. 
97-191). 
The SPEAKER laid before the 

House the following veto message 
from the President of the United 
States. 

To the House of Representatives: 
I return herewith, without my ap

proval, H.R. 5118, the proposed 
"Southern Arizona Water Rights Set
tlement Act of 1982." I take this action 
with sincere disappointment. I am well 
aware of the hard work of the Arizona 
Congressional leaders that went into 
the development and passage of this 
legislation. I also understand their 
desire to resolve the litigation that has 
hung over the head of the City of 
Tucson and the many private parties 
involved for the past seven years. 

I strongly believe that the most ap
propriate means of resolving Indian 
water rights disputes is through nego
tiated settlement and legislation if it is 
needed to implement any such settle
ment. However, H.R. 5118 is a negoti
ated settlement with a serious flaw. 
The United States Government was 
never a party to the negotiations that 
led to the development of this propos
al. This settlement was negotiated 
among the Tribe, the City of Tucson, 
the State of Arizona, the affected com
mercial interests and other defendants 
with assistance from the Arizona Con
gressional delegation. The result of 
this negotiation was that the United 
States Government, which was absent 
from the negotiation table, would bear 
almost the entire financial burden of 
the settlement at a potential initial 
cost of $112 million and a potential 
annual cost of approximately $5 mil
lion. 

I cannot support this resolution of 
litigation on behalf of the Papago 
Tribe by the United States Govern
ment. I can only in good conscience 

approve legislation intended to imple
ment a settlement if the United States 
has been a major party in the negotia
tions and if the contribution by the 
defendants in the litigation involved is 
significant. 

I pledge the full cooperation of my 
Administration to the States and local 
governments that are facing the diffi
cult task of equitably resolving Indian 
water rights suits. I cannot, however, 
pledge the Federal Treasury as a pana
cea for this problem. 

H.R. 5118 is a multi-million dollar 
bailout of local public and commercial 
interests at the expense of Federal 
taxpayers throughout the nation. It is 
a prime example of serious misuse of 
Federal funds. It asks the Federal 
Government to pay the settlement 
share of the mining companies and 
other local water users whose share 
should more properly be borne by the 
defendants themselves. 

I therefore must return this legisla
tion to you without my approval. I will 
only approve legislation that imple
ments a true negotiated settlement. 
Such a settlement is one in which all 
parties that are making contributions 
or concessions have agreed to those 
contributions or concessions at the ne
gotiating table. I look forward to re
ceiving such legislation from the Con
gress. I am asking the Secretary of the 
Interior to coordinate participation by 
my Administration in any such negoti
ations. 

RONALD REAGAN. 
THE WHITE HOUSE, June 1, 1982. 

The SPEAKER. The objections of 
the President will be spread at large 
upon the Journal, and the message 
and bill will be printed as a House doc
ument. 

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that further con
sideration of the veto message of the 
President on the bill, H.R. 5118, be 
postponed until Thursday, June 10, 
1982. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Arizona? 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, reserv
ing the right to object, do I under
stand that the joint leadership has de
cided to postpone this, and that this is 
agreeable with the leadership on our 
side as well as the leadership on the 
gentleman's side? 

Mr. UDALL. Yes.· Mr. Speaker, if the 
gentleman will yield, we have cleared 
it in committee with the leadership on 
the gentleman's side, and they have no 
objection to this 8-day delay rather 
than trying to act today without being 
prepared. 

Mr. WALKER. The 8-day delay 
would put it on a date certain, then, if 
this matter is taken up before the 
House? 

Mr. UDALL. On next Thursday, a 
week from tomorrow, June 10. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, I with
draw my reservation of objection. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request from the gentleman 
from Arizona? 

There was no objection. 

MILITARY WIDOWS AND SUR
VIVING CHILDREN BENEFITS 
RESTORATION ACT 

<Mr. MONTGOMERY asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend his remarks.) 

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker, 
today, I am introducing two bills to re
store benefits to widows and children 
of certain veterans who were killed 
while on active duty in Vietnam. 

The benefits which would be re
stored were paid under the provisions 
of the Social Security Act prior to the 
Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981 
(Public Law 97-35). One of the bills I 
am introducing would require the 
branch of the Armed Forces in which 
the veteran served to pay the benefits. 
The other bill would require that the 
benefits be paid by the Social Security 
Administration. It only seems fair to 
the families of those killed in Vietnam 
that these benefits be restored. 

One of the provisions of the Budget 
Reconciliation Act ended entitlement 
to social security benefits for a surviv
ing parent caring for a child or chil
dren when the youngest child reaches 
16 rather than 18. This provision of 
the social security program is general
ly referred to as a mother's benefit. 
The mother's benefit provision took 
effect in September 1981, but did not 
include, for an additional 2 years after 
the effective date, those who were re
ceiving the benefit in August 1981. 

Another provision of the Budget 
Reconciliation Act has ended or re
duced educational social security bene
fits effective August 1, 1982, paid to 
adult children ages 18 through 22 who 
are taking postsecondary education 
courses. Effective August 1, 1982, no 
payments are permitted past age 18 
for a child attending college or taking 
higher education, or past age 19 for a 
child attending high school. Payments 
to children on the date of enactment 
are being gradually reduced or phased 
out over a 4-year period which began 
on May 1, 1982. 

Later on, I will make available a 
more detailed explanation of these 
two bills in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
and hope that many of you will join 
me in cosponsoring these two meas
ures which are intended to provide 
justice and equity for the survivors of 
those who gave their lives for their 
country. 
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PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE 

ON RULES TO FILE CERTAIN 
PRIVILEGED REPORTS 
Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Commit
tee on Rules may have until midnight 
tonight to file certain privileged re
ports. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Massachusetts? 
Mr~ LOTT. Mr. Speaker, reserving 

the right to object, in pursuit of my 
reservation of objection, I would like 
to ask the gentleman the specifics of 
what bills he is asking for this unani
mous consent request to be applied to. 

Mr. MOAKLEY. Right now, the 
Committee on Rules is hearing the 
International Security and Develop: 
ment Corporation Act of 1982; the 
Airway and Airport Improvement Act 
of 1981; the Protection of Foreign Na
tionals; Authorization for Non-Per
forming Arts Functions at the Kenne
dy Center; Authorization for Smithso
nian Institute Museum of African Art, 
and Center for Eastern Art. 

Mr. LOTT. Further reserving the 
right to object, that does not include 
H.R. 6296? 

Mr. MOAKLEY. The gentleman is 
correct. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair will state 
that the leadership intends to place 
the housing bill on the schedule a 
week from Tuesday next, or June 15. 

Mr. LOTT. That particular bill? 
The SPEAKER. That particular bill, 

at the suggestion of the committee. 
Mr. LOTT. Mr. Speaker, I withdraw 

my reservation of objection. 
The SPEAKER. Is there objection 

to the request of the gentleman from 
Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 

CONGRESS MUST SUPPORT A 
NUCLEAR FREEZE 

<Mr. AuCOIN asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. AuCOIN. Mr. Speaker, as I 
travel across my congressional district 
in northwestern Oregon, I am im
pressed by people's support for a bilat
eral United States-Soviet nuclear 
weapons freeze. This concern is a re
sponse to the most significant issue we 
face today. It involves the welfare of 
every man, woman, and child in the 
world. 

It is time to realize that, because of 
the current buildup of our nuclear ar
senals, the military posture of the su
perpowers is no longer one of defense, 
but of provocation-provocation based 
on the stockpiling . of weapons which 
have the combined capacity to annihi
late the human race. 

Mr. Speaker, there cannot be a "lim
ited" nuclear war. There cannot be a 
"survivable" nuclear war. Any act of 

madness or miscalculation which trig
gers a nuclear exchange will escalate 
into all-out global warfare, notwith
standing various claims to the con
trary by warmongering fanatics. And 
after such a crime against mankind, 
there would be no human being left to 
walk the face of the Earth. 

Nevertheless, the administration and 
its allies propose to spend $1.6 trillion 
for our military budget over the next 3 
years-$1.6 trillion of taxpayers' 
money which must come out of the 
mouths of hungry children, out of 
health care services for senior citizens, 
out of environmental programs which 
will preserve the planet rather than 
destroy it. 

Mr. Speaker, the American people 
are frightened by the irrationality of 
this continued buildup. They are in
credulous that a Secretary of State 
can actually think of firing a "warning 
shot" with a nuclear weapon. They 
cannot understand how David Stock
man can claim that we do not have the 
funds to feed the hungry in this coun
try and yet propose to _spend $4.2 bil
lion in the next 5 years for a civil de
fense bomb shelter evacuation plan 
which will not save anyone in the 
event of nuclear war. It is in response 
to such muddled thinking that Ameri
cans throughout the country are turn
ing to the nuclear freeze movement 
for sanity. 

As Members of Congress, we dare 
not ignore that public sentiment. As 
human beings, we cannot deny man
kind a future. From either perspective, 
it is our duty to support a nuclear 
freeze. Clearly, we dare not confront 
the alternative. 

FOR THE GOOD OF THE 
ORDER-A BRIEF BUDGET HIS
TORY 
<Mr. WILLIAMS of Montana asked 

and was given permission to address 
the House for 1 minute and to revise 
and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Montana. Mr. 
Speaker, last week after an extensive, 
difficult effort the House temporarily 
failed to pass the fiscal year 1983 
budget. The attempt has occasioned 
statements of retribution by Members 
of the House, congressional watchers, 
and our highest elected official, the 
President of the United States, who 
immediately ref erred to the budget 
process as "Mickey Mouse." 

I present this brief history of the 
budget process with the wish that re
crimination cease and needed criticism 
become constructive. 

This short recollection of where we 
have been, and how we got here, is for 
the good of the order so that we might 
move for the good of the Nation. 

The U.S. Constitution is silent on 
any requirement for a budget from 
either the executive or legislative 
branches. However, that document of 

1789 clearly grants Congress the au
thority to raise revenues; to direct the 
expenditure of funds; and to borrow 
money. 

Article 1, section 8, grants the Con
gress power "to lay and collect taxes, 
duties, imports and excises, to pay the 
debts and provide for the common de
fense and general welfare of the 
United States • • •." Section 8 also 
grants the power "to borrow money on 
the credit of the United States." Arti
cle l, section 9, states that "no money 
shall be drawn from the treasury, but 
in consequence of appropriations made 
by law ... " 

These plenary authorities, although 
vague in parts, clearly do not carry 
with them the requirement for a Fed
eral budget. Thus, the Government 
operated 132 years without a formal 
budget. In 1921 the Congress passed 
the Budget and Accounting Act, which 
authorized the President to prepare 
and submit to Congress a budget re
flecting revenues and expenditures for 
the recently completed year, and esti
mating them for the current year. 
That act also required that the admin
istration make budget proposals for 
the ensuing year. Under that 1921 law 
a Bureau of the Budget was estab
lished to act as a clearinghouse for 
budget requests by executive agencies. 

Fourteen years later, in 1935, Presi
dent Roosevelt expanded the function 
of the Bureau of the Budget to include 
within its clearance function, legisla
tive proposals other than appropria
tion requests. This provided the New 
Deal with both an avenue for action 
and a protection for its prerogatives. 

In 1939 the Congress placed the 
Budget Bureau within the White 
House and its clearinghouse functions 
were further broadened. 

In 1967 a Presidential study commis
sion recommended the unified budget. 
It was suggested that trust fund re
ceipts and outlays be incorporated in 
computing the Federal deficit. The 
purpose was to disallow the distortion 
of the deficit through the simple proc
ess of covering from view the budget 
effect of trust funds. 

For the first time since President 
Roosevelt, the President's relationship 
with the budget was changed in 1970 
when President Nixon established the 
Office of Management and Budget. 
The statutory authority, which had 
previously been assigned to the 
Bureau of the Budget was now trans
ferred to the President through OMB. 
The Congress unsuccessfully objected 
to this historic assumption of budget 
power by the President. 

The ensuing struggle between the 
Congress and President Nixon is per
haps best demonstrated by Presiden
tial vetos primarily for the purpose of 
controlling expenditures; 5 vetos in 
1970, 3 in 1971, 16 in 1972, and 5 in 
1973. 
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It was the extraordinary use by 

President Nixon of impoundment 
power which led Congress to enact the 
1974 budget control law. The purpose 
of that act was to require the Presi
dent to spend money on those efforts 
for which Congress had appropriated 
it. Additionally, and most important, 
under this new law, called the Con
gressional Budget and Impoundment 
Control Act of 197 4, the Congress es
tablished mechanisms by which it 
could provide a Federal budget and 
exert procedural controls on spending. 

The act moved the start of the fiscal 
year from July 1 back to October 1. It 
required the submission by the execu
tive branch of a "current services" 
budget by November 10 for the fiscal 
year to begin the following October. 
The act required that the President's 
budget document include existing and 
proposed tax expenditures, that is, tax 
revenues lost to the Treasury. The law 
also required that the executive 
budget must include 5-year spending 
projections. 

The act established a congressional 
timetable which allows committees 
until March 15 to report their budget 
recommendations to the Budget Com
mittees. By April 15 the budget com
mittees must report the first resolu
tion. By May 15 committees must have 
reported their authorization bills. Be
tween May 15 and the seventh day 
after Labor Day, Congress must com
plete action on all budget and spend
ing authority bills. September 15 is 
the deadline for the completion of 
action on the second and binding 
budget resolution. After that date 
Congress may not consider any bill, 
amendment or conference report 
which would result in an increase over 
outlay or budget authority figures or a 
reduction in revenues beyond the 
amounts in the September 15 Second 
Resolution. Finally, the law estab
lished September 25 as the date for 
Congress to complete action on the 
reconciliation bill. Congress is not al
lowed to adjourn until it has complet
ed action on the second resolution and 
the reconciliation bill. 

This new budget process is precisely 
that-new. It is less than a decade old 
and has been fully utilized by only 
four Congresses. The budget proce
dures need perfecting; perhaps in 
parts they need radical change. The 
Budget Act, however imperfect, repre
sents Congress legitimate effort to 
maintain its constitutionally given 
power of the purse. It also reflects 
Congressional insistance that there be 
a commingling of budgetary authority 
between itself and the Executive with 
the weight of the authority placed 
clearly in the legislative branch. 

The 197 4 act is clearly reflective of 
Congress understanding of its previous 
inability to apply spending priorities 
to the overall budget effect. Congress 
recognized that spending and taxing 

discipline was virtually impossible be
cause those authorities had been dis
persed throughout a number of inde
pendent committees. 

Setting aside internal disagreements, 
and intercommittee warfare, this insti
tution has striven to right a historical
ly unbalanced and, at times, nonexist
ent budgetmaking procedure. 

It was once said, "failure to achieve 
the results intended do not condemn 
those results achieved." 

When, 195 years ago, the framers of 
the land's basic law placed the power 
of the purse firmly with the Congress, 
they were expressing their desire to 
keep the ability to spend and to tax 
with the people. As this institution 
struggles to achieve its purposes, we 
invite constructive criticism and ask 
those who would use our temporary 
failures for their own political gains to 
please desist. 

INTRODUCTION OF BILL TO RE
QUIRE ECONOMIC SUBSTANCE 
IN TAX-RELATED LEASE 
TRANSACTIONS 
<Mr. JENKINS asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. JENKINS. Mr. Speaker, on May 
24, I, along with Mr. MARTIN of North 
Carolina, introduced H.R. 6468, a bill 
Which addresses the issues raised by 
the "safe harbor" leasing provisions of 
the Economic Recovery Tax Act of 
1981. H.R. 6468 would reestablish the 
principle that there must be economic 
substance to a transaction if that 
transaction is to qualify as a lease for 
tax purposes. 

As my colleagues are aware, the safe 
harbor leasing provisions of last year's 
tax bill have generated a great deal of 
controversy. These provisions were de
veloped by the administration as an 
adjunct to the accelerated cost recov
ery system <ACRS>. The purpose of 
ACRS was to provide new incentives 
for job creating investments. It was 
recognized that many firms would be 
unable immediately to use the more 
rapid depreciation deductions and 
more liberal investment tax credits 
provided by ACRS. These would in
clude firms with little or no current 
tax liability, because they are newly 
established, or have had losses in the 
past or have been affected by the re
cession. 

The safe harbor leasing provisions 
were designed to allow a firm that 
could not immediately use the tax 
benefits associated with its new invest
ment to sell those benefits to another 
firm that could use them, thus receiv
ing an immediate increase in cash 
flow. The additional revenue loss re
sulting from the leasing provisions, 
over and above the cost of the ACRS 
provisions, has been estimated to be 

approximately $27 billion over the 
next 5 years. 

The Committee on Ways and Means 
did not consider the safe harbor leas
ing provisions in the course of develop
ing last year's tax bill, and the Senate 
Finance Committee gave them only a 
cursory examination. Regulations in
terpreting the safe harbor leasing 
were not published by the Treasury 
Department until October 20, 1981, 
about 2 months after enactment of 
ERTA. Soon after the regulations 
were published, a large volume of leas
ing transactions were completed. As 
the details of these transactions 
became public, many Members of Con
gress began to question the efficiency 
of the leasing provisions. Some corpo
rations announced that by acting as 
lessor in a number of transactions 
they were able to totally eliminate 
their tax liabilities and even claim re
funds of taxes paid in prior years. 
Some lessees were profitable compa
nies who nonetheless entered into safe 
harbor leasing transactions in order to 
more completely utilize other tax pref
erences of foreign tax credits. 

As more information has been ana
lyzed, it has become evident that safe 
harbor leasing transactions are not a 
fully efficient mechanism for transfer
ing tax benefits. This analysis has also 
pointed out that some firms, ·particu
larly those with such extensive carry
over losses that they do not expect to 
have any tax liabilities during the 
foreseeable future, benefit more from 
the safe harbor leasing provisions 
than taxpaying firms benefit from the 
basic ACRS provisions. In some cases, 
safe harbor leasing has become more 
than a mechanism for financing new 
investments and more than a tech
nique to equalize tax benefits among 
firms in different circumstances. 
Rather it has become an outright sub
sidy going well beyond mere tax relief. 

In reaction to information about the 
actual operation of the safe harbor 
leasing provisions, several Members of 
Congress introduced bills to repeal the 
leasing provisions of the 1981 act. Fif
teen such bills have been introduced in 
the House and most of these have ad
ditional cosponsors. Others have sug
gested that only minor, cosmetic modi
fications are necessary to eliminate 
certain abuses. 

H.R. 6468 takes a more fundamental 
approach to the problem which the 
safe harbor leasing provisions sought 
to address. The approach taken by 
this bill is to return to principles of 
leasing that existed prior to passage of 
the 1981 act. The most fundamental 
principle is that there must be eco
nomic substance to a transaction in 
order for it to qualify as a lease rather 
than a sale. The bill thus makes spe
cific reference to Revenue Procedures 
75-21 and 79-48, the guidelines previ
ously established administratively by 
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the Internal Revenue Service. Among 
the principles established by these 
guidelines is that, first, the lessor must 
have an equity investment in the prop
erty, second, the term of the lease 
must be less than the useful life of the 
property, third, the transaction must 
be profitable to the lessor apart from 
the tax benefits involved, fourth, the 
lessee must provide none of the fi
nancing of the property, and fifth, the 
lessor must hold title to the property. 

However, H.R. 6468 modifies the 
IRS guidelines in several important re
spects. First, the minimum equity in
vestment required by the lessor is re
duced from 20 percent of the cost of 
the property to 10 percent. Second, 
the lessee would have the right to pur
chase the property at a fixed price as 
long as that price is at least 10 percent 
of the original cost of the property. 
Under the IRS guideliries, the lessee 
was required to pay a fair market price 
for the property if an option to buy 
was exercised. Third, property of a 
type not readily usable by a person 
other than the lessee would be eligible 
for lease financing. 

As introduced, H.R. 6468 does not 
contain a specific effective date. Mr. 
MARTIN and I believe that the eff ec
tive date for any change in the leasing 
provisions should be established by 
the full Committee on Ways and 
Means when the bill is considered in a 
legislative markup session. 

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 6468 represents a 
responsible solution to the problems 
raised by the safe harbor leasing pro
visions of the Economic Recovery Tax 
Act of 1981. It will prevent the safe 
harbor leasing provisions from con
tinuing to provide unintended subsi
dies to firms who happen to be in a po
sition to abuse those provisions. 

ADMINISTRATION'S 
ffiRESPONSIBILITY ON SALT II 
<Mr. DOWNEY asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. DOWNEY. Mr. Speaker, during 
the recess President Reagan an
nounced that he intends to observe 
the SALT II Treaty as long as the 
Russians do the same. 

Of course he is going to do that. 
What else can he do? The fact is, the 
military balance of SALT II tilts over
whelmingly in our favor. It limits the 
Russians a whole lot more than it 
limits us. We would be fools not to ob
serve it. 

If SALT II is a bad treaty, as the ad
ministration says, why are we observ
ing it? If it is a good treaty, as the 
facts say, why are we not ratifying it? 

Mr. Speaker, there are no answers to 
these questions-at least none that 
make any sense. The administration 
refuses to ratify SALT II only because 

it does not want to admit its original 
opposition to the treaty was wrong. 

If President Reagan lacks the cour
age to admit he was wrong, we in Con
gress should take it upon ourselves to 
serve national security where he will 
not. 

For this purpose, I have introduced 
House Joint Resolution 474, which 
ratifies SALT II as an executive agree
ment. If you are not one of the 105 co
sponsors of this resolution, I hope you 
will sign up today. 

This is your chance to stand up for 
real-life arms control and national se
curity. 

MOUNT ST. HELENS NATIONAL 
VOLCANIC AREA 

<Mr. BONKER asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks and include extraneous 
matter.) 

Mr. BONKER. Mr. Speaker, I am in
troducing today consensus legislation 
to create the Mount St. Helens Na
tional Volcanic Area. 

I am pleased to have join me in 
sponsoring this legislation the House 
majority whip ToM FOLEY, and my col
leagues from Washington State, NoRM 
DICKS, AL SWIFT, and MIKE LoWRY. 

Both the House Committees on Agri
culture and Interior soon will take 
action on this bill, which follows sever
al hearings and meetings with scien
tists, conservationists, and timber in
terests. 

Resolution of the Mount St. Helens 
Volcanic Area is critical to my south
west Washington constituents, many 
of whom still are reeling from the eco
nomic impacts dealt by this awesome 
volcano in May 1980. Increased tour
ism will help to diversify the economic 
base of communities such as Longview 
and Kelso. 

Furthermore, preservation of this in
valuable resource is critical for scien
tific study and recreation. 

This bill calls for a 115,000-acre na
tional volcanic area, and strikes a bal
ance among demands for the land. 
While scientists need the opportunity 
to study and recreationists want the 
area preserved for posterity, it is also 
crucial to preserve the timber base. 
The legislation likely will encompass 
less than 2 percent of the annual yield 
of the Gifford Pinchot National 
Forest, and far less of the annual yield 
in southwest Washington State. 

Small mills in my district, which I 
have long supported on many issues, 
support a 40,000-acre area; the Forest 
Service supports its 85,000-acre area; 
scientists support a 155,000-acre area; 
environmentalists a 216,000-acre na
tional monument. 

Significant add-ons in this proposal, 
over that proposed by the Forest Serv
ice, include the Goat Creek drainage 
to the north of Mount St. Helens; 

headwaters of the Green River to the 
northeast of the volcano; and Kipuka 
lava caves and tree casts to the south. 

The legislation also will give private 
and State landholders within the area 
a swift land exchange based on compa
rable value. 

I include a summary of the legisla
tion following my remarks. 
SUMMARY: AN ACT To ESTABLISH THE MoUNT 

ST. HELENS NATIONAL VOLCANIC AREA 
PURPOSE 

To preserve unique geologic and ecologic 
features of a comprehensive area surround
ing Mount St. Helens for scientific study 
and recreation. 

COMPOSITION 
The Mount St. Helens National ·volcanic 

Area is approximately 115,000 acres and will 
be managed by the U.S. Forest Service. The 
boundary of the Gifford Pinchot National 
Forest will be extended to incorporate the 
Volcanic Area. Features will include: 

The lateral blast and avalanche from the 
May 18, 1980, eruption; 

Recent and older lava, mud, and pyroclas-
tic flows; 

Tephra <ash and pumice> deposits; 
Lakes, rivers and drainage basins; 
Meadow, riparian, alpine and forested 

areas; 
Lava caves and tree casts from previous 

eruptions. 
ACQUISITION OF PRIVATE AND WASHINGTON 

STATE LANDS 
The Secretary of Agriculture is authorized 

to acquire all private and state lands within 
the Volcanic Area through donation, ex
change, or purchase. The primary vehicle 
for acquisition of lands will be exchanged. 

Though states typically are expected to 
donate lands to the federal government for 
public purposes, the bill recognizes Wash
ington State's Constitutional responsibility 
to receive a fair exchange. Department of 
Natural Resources lands in the area will be 
traded for U.S. Forest Service lands with 
comparable value. 

The major, private landholders in the 
area, Weyerhaeuser Co. and Burlington 
Northern, Inc., will receive land exchanges 
within 90 days of enactment of the legisla
tion. <Both companies have been negotiat
ing with the Forest Service on valuation of 
the lands to be exchanged. The exchanges 
will be based on comparable value and not 
comparable acreage.> 

MANAGEMENT 
The Volcanic Area will be managed as a 

distinct unit of the National Forest System 
to preserve geologic, ecologic and cultural 
resources in as natural a state as possible. 
Management provisions include the follow
ing: 

The Secretary of Agriculture, through the 
Forest Service, may take any action deemed 
necessary to protect human life and proper
ty during an emergency. 

The Secretary may take action to control 
fire, insect damage, diseases and other cir
cumstances that could endanger resources 
within or adjacent to the Volcanic Area. 

The Secretary may limit access to the Vol
canic Area to protect public health and 
safety. 

Hunting and fishing will be allowed in ac
cordance with existing law. 

Within three years of enactment, the Sec
retary must report to the Congress with a 
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detailed, comprehensive management plan 
for the area. 

With the exception of valid, existing 
rights, all lands and waters within the Vol
canic Area will be withdrawn from entry 
and patent under U.S. laws affecting miner
al and geothermal activities. Any mining ac
tivity occurring under existing rights shall 
maintain water quality at a level in exist
ence at the time mining begins. 

Contracts already awarded by the F orest 
Service for timber salvage, prior to the date 
of enactment, will proceed. With this excep
tion, no commercial timber harvest will be 
allowed in the Volcanic Area. 

SCIENTIFIC ADVISORY COMMISSION 

A nine-member commission comprised of 
experts in geological and ecological disci
plines will advise the Secretary of Agricul
ture on administration of the Volcanic Area. 
Appointees will serve two-year terms. Mem
bers will receive no salary but will be reim
bursed for reasonable expenses. The com
mission, unless renewed, will be disbanded 
after ten years. Four members will be ap
pointed by the Secretary of Agriculture; 
three by the Secretary of Interior; and two 
by the Governor of the State of Washing
ton. 

D 1215 

EDWARD T. CONROY 
<Mr. HOYER asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, on 
Monday, May 24, 1982, my very good 
friend and an outstanding public serv
ant in our State of Maryland died. 
Senator Edward T. Conroy, a most 
able and effective member of the State 
assembly, both as a delegate and as a 
senator, has succumbed to an illness 
that slowed his dynamic activities in 
the State chamber this last session, 
but never dampened his spirit nor his 
dedication to the citizens of our com
munity. 

That spirit, that commitment, were 
the measures of this man. Ed Conroy's 
dedication to his job and the people 
who elected him over and over again 
was legion. His effectiveness was en
hanced by his great Irish humor 
which endeared him to all those who 
had the privilege of knowing him. His 
humor, too, helped him endure con
stant pain for more than 25 years, 
pain which was inflicted during the 
Korean war. His courage in the face of 
prolonged treatment and rehabilita
tion, and his adjustment to facing the 
future with only one arm, contributed 
to his strong character that was 
always tempered by good will. He was 
a highly decorated Army officer, and 
throughout his career he was an un
derstanding friend of veterans. As 
such, he was very successful and effec
tive in defending and promoting their 
benefits and rights. 

Senator Edward Conroy was born in 
New York and graduated in 1951 from 
Fordham University. After college he 
was commissioned in the Army as a 

second lieutenant and sent to Korea. 
It was there that his valor and his 
courage won him the Silver Star, the 
Bronze Star, and two Purple Hearts. 

Senator Conroy had planned to 
attend medical school after the war. 
However, his severe injuries-a lost 
arm and a very badly injured leg 
which required his hospitalization at 
Walter Reed Hospital for 2 years-pre
cluded that alternative. Undaunted, 
Ed decided to become a lawyer and 
graduated from Georgetown Law 
School in 1956. He was admitted to the 
Maryland Bar in 1957. 

Ed was a highly professional and 
successful attorney, maintaining his 
own law firm since 1960. But his inter
est broadened into another area, that 
of politics, and in 1962 he joined a 
group of reform-minded citizens who 
felt that some changes were in order 
within the local government. Against 
considerable odds, this small group of 
Democrats successfully brought a new 
era to the politics of Prince Georges 
County. 

Ed Conroy was elected to the house 
of delegates that year, and Carlton 
Sickles was elected to represent what 
was later to become the Fifth District 
of Maryland; also, my predecessor in 
this House, Gladys Spellman, was first 
launched on her political career by 
election to the board of county com
missioners in that historic election. I 
was especially pleased that in the next 
election, in 1966, I was asked to join 
with that same group and run for the 
Maryland State Senate. Ed Conroy 
and I served together for 12 years in 
the State senate and worked closely 
together on a number of issues during 
that time. 

Senator Conroy was an untiring and 
vigorous legislator, fighting for what 
he believed to be right. He concerned 
himself with the basic rights of the 
people, and as chairman of the prestig
ious constitutional and public law com
mittee, he was instrumental in seeing 
that crucial protections of those rights 
were never eroded. 

Success is never singular and neither 
was Ed's. Beside him at all times, and 
behind him in every endeavor, was his 
wife, Mary. Mary Conroy always un
derstood Ed's commitment to his con
stituents and the necessity to some
times place their needs above all else. 
She helped, she encouraged, she 
worked, and, as a team they served 
their neighbors well. 

Thomas Paine said: 
The summer soldier and the sunshine pa

triot will, in this crisis, shrink from the serv
ice of his country. . . . 

Mr. Speaker, I submit that Edward 
T. Conroy would not have understood 
the term "summer soldier" nor would 
he have ever contemplated shrinking 
from service. Service to others was his 
credo, and rather than a summer sol
dier, Ed Conroy was a constant, coura
geous patriot. Throughout Maryland 

there are many who mourn his pass
ing. None more than I, Mr. Speaker. I 
know you and my colleagues join me 
in sending our sincere condolences to 
his wife and family, and in offering 
our prayers for an uncommon man 
who spent his career working for the 
common good. 

POVERTY IS NO JOKE 
<Mr. GARCIA asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. GARCIA. Mr. Speaker, on May 
27 the head of President's Watchdog 
Committee on Government Spending, 
Mr. J. Peter Grace, speaking in Dallas, 
Tex., before the American Grain Asso
ciation, stated that "900,000 Puerto 
Ricans live in New York and they are 
all on food stamps." He also went on 
to say that the food stamp program 
was basically a Puerto Rican program. 

Mr. Grace has since apologized and 
stated that he made an oratorical mis
take. The fact is that I do not consider 
his statement a mistake; I consider 
that a slip. 

This is not the first time, Mr. Speak
er, that the poor of this Nation have 
been maligned by people at the high
est levels of this Government who talk 
negatively about people in need. 

The fact is, poverty is no joke. 
Mr. Speaker, my colleague, the gen

tleman from the Commonwealth of 
Puerto Rico, Mr. BALTASAR CORRADA, 
and I will circulate a letter today 
asking the President for Mr. Grace's 
resignation. 

HIGH DEFICITS BLAMED FOR 
BUDGET -IMPASSE 

<Mr. LUJAN asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. LUJAN. Mr. Speaker, last week 
we failed in our obligation to pass a 
budget resolution. At the time, and 
every day since, I have heard more ex
cuses as to why the various proposals 
failed. There were more excuses than 
there were proposals. Too much from 
defense, not enough from defense. Too 
much from social programs, not 
enough from social programs. Taxes 
are too low, taxes are too high. 

Mr. Speaker, it is time that we woke 
up to the real reason that we do not 
have a budget today. It is because both 
budgets had a $100 billion deficit. And 
many of us will not vote for a $100 bil
lion deficit. We can still balance the 
budget with small increases in each 
category, but each of these small in-
creases should be across the board. 

It is a myth for us to pretend that 
we can operate this Government any 
differently than the American family 
must operate their household. We 
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cannot continue to spend more than 
we make. It is as simple as that. 

If we are going to pass a budget, we 
had better listen to the people that we 
represent. They are demanding that 
we lower these insane deficits, and bal
ance our budget-their budget. Not in 
1996 but not later than 1984, if possi
ble, and certainly no later than 1985. 

AMERICA'S ECONOMIC RECOV
ERY DEPENDENT ON BUDGET 
ACTION 

<Mr. WORTLEY asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. WORTLEY. Mr. Speaker, with 
President Reagan leaving today for a 
10-day trip to meet with our European 
allies, it is time for Congress to demon
strate its determination to put Ameri
ca's economic house in order by 
moving quickly toward adoption of a 
budget for fiscal year 1983. 

The President's task in meeting with 
European leaders to discuss matters of 
mutual concern and interest will be 
much easier if it is apparent to the 
world that Congress supports a budget 
that is in line with the economic recov
ery program begun last year. It is vi
tally important that our valued allies 
in Europe know that the legislative 
branch is committed to the aims of the 
Reagan administration. 

What better way to make clear the 
support for the President than for the 
House to quickly pass a spending plan 
that is consistent with the Nation's 
economic recovery plan? I believe we 
can do no less. Congress is obligated to 
provide this support to the President. 

Work is already under way to bridge 
the differences over next year's 
budget. This process must continue 
with speed. If confidence in this ad
ministration and Congress is to remain 
strong at home and abroad, we had 
better break the impasse and adopt a 
budget soon. 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE 
SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. (Mr. 
MAZZOLI). The Chair desires to an
nounce that pursuant to clause 4 of 
rule I, the Speaker signed the follow
ing enrolled bills on Friday May 28, 
1982: 

S. 2535. An act to regulate the operation 
of foreign fish processing vessels within 
State waters. 

S. 2575. An act to extend the expiration 
date of section 252 of the Energy Policy and 
Conservation Act. 

RECOMMENDATION FOR FUR
THER EXTENSION OF AUTHOR
ITY TO WAIVE PORTIONS OF 
THE TRADE ACT OF 1974-MES
SAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 
OF THE UNITED STATES <H. 
DOC. NO. 97-190) 
The SPEAKER pro tempore laid 

before the House the following mes
sage from the President of United 
States; which was read, and, together 
with the accompanying papers, with
out objection, referred to the Commit
tee on Ways and Means and ordered to 
be printed: 

To the Congress of the United States: 
In accordance with subsection 

402(d)(5) of the Trade Act of 1974, I 
transmit herewith my recommenda
tion for a further 12-month extension 
of the authority to waive subsection 
(a) and (b) of Section 402 of the Act. 

I include as part of my recommenda
tion my determination that further 
extension of the waiver authority, and 
continuation of the waivers applicable 
to the Socialist Republic of Romania, 
the Hungarian People's Republic, and 
the People's Republic of China will 
substantially promote the objectives 
of Section 402. 

This recommendation also includes 
my reasons for recommending the ex
tension of waiver authority and for my 
determination that continuation of 
the three waivers currently in effect 
will substantially promote the objec
tives of Section 402. It also states my 
concern about Romania's emigration 
record this year and the need for its 
reexamination. 

RONALD REAGAN. 
THE WHITE HOUSE, June 2, 1982. 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE 
SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu
ant to the provisions of clause 5 of 
rule I, the Chair announces that he 
will postpone further proceedings 
today on each motion to suspend the 
rules and on the question of agreeing 
to the conference report on which a 
recorded vote or the yeas and nays are 
ordered, or on which the vote is ob
jected to under clause 4 of rule XV. 

Such rollcall votes, if ordered, will be 
taken on Thursday, June 3, 1982. 

SENSE OF CONGRESS THAT 
STATE AND LOCAL GOVERN
MENTS SHOULD SUPPORT 
FIRE SAFETY EFFORTS OF U.S. 
FIRE ADMINISTRATION 
Mr. WALGREN. Mr. Speaker, I 

move to suspend the rules and agree to 
the concurrent resolution <H. Con. 
Res. 288) expressing the sense of the 
Congress that State and local govern
ments should support the fire safety 
efforts of the U.S. Fire Administration 
to reduce lives and property damage 
lost by fire, as amended. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
H. CON. RES. 288 

Whereas the United States Fire Adminis
tration was established in 1974 to reduce sig
nificantly the unacceptable high rate of 
death, injury, and property loss in the 
United States within the next generation; 

Whereas annually fire claims nearly eight 
thousand lives in the United States and in
jures another three hundred thousand 
Americans and constitutes a major burden 
affecting interstate commerce; 

Whereas the programs of the United 
States Fire Administration, including the 
support of fire and arson research, coordina
tion, emergency medical services, public 
education, fire service resource manage
ment, and firefighter health and safety are 
vital components to a national program of 
fire prevention and control; and 

Whereas the United States Fire Adminis
tration must continue in their efforts to re
inforce and support the fire prevention and 
control activities of State and local govern
ments: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the House of Representatives 
fthe Senate concurring), That it is the sense 
of the Congress that the United States Fire 
Administration continue to develop a close 
working relationship with States and local
ities in reviewing, evaluating, and suggesting 
improvements and uniformity in State, 
local, and model fire prevention and build
ing codes; and tie it further 

Resolved, That Congress continue support 
of the United States Fire Administration, as 
recommended in the report of the National 
Commission on Fire Prevention and Control 
entitled "America Burning'', and most re
cently affirmed by the Joint Council of the 
National Fire Service Organizations on 
March 1, 1982. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu
ant to the rule, a second is not re
quired on this motion. 

The gentleman from Pennsylvania 
<Mr. WALGREN) will be recognized for 
20 minutes, and the gentleman from 
Minnesota <Mr. WEBER) will be recog
nized for 20 minutes. 

The Chair now recognizes the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania <Mr. WAL
GREN). 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. WALGREN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days in which to 
revise and extend their remarks, and 
include extraneous matter, on House 
Concurrent Resolution 288. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. WALGREN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
Mr. Speaker, today we are consider

ing House Concurrent Resolution 288, 
which expresses the sense of the Con
gress that State local governments 
should support the fire safety efforts 
of the U.S. Fire Administration to 
reduce the loss of life and also proper
ty by fire. 

In addition, the concurrent resolu
tion stresses that Congress should con
tinue support for the U.S. Fire Admin
istration and its programs. Unf ortu-
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nately, the Reagan administration has 
requested that funding for the U.S. 
Fire Administration be eliminated in 
the fiscal year 1983 budget proposals. 

My colleague, the gentlewoman from 
Illinois (Mrs. CARDISS COLLINS), intro
duced the original concurrent resolu
tion which was considered by the Sub
committee on Science, Research and 
Technology in markup on March 10, 
1982. During the markup, the ranking 
minority member, the gentlewoman 
from Massachusetts <Mrs. MARGARET 
HECKLER), offered an amendment, en
dorsed unanimously by the subcom
mittee, specifically expressing support 
for the Fire Administration in view of 
the opposition of the'Reagan adminis
tration that had developed since the 
introduction of Mrs. COLLINS resolu
tion. 

A clean concurrent resolution, House 
Concurrent Resolution 288, was then 
introduced on March 15, 1982, by the 
gentlewoman from Illinois <Mrs. COL
LINS), the gentlewoman from Massa
chusetts <Mrs. HECKLER), and myself 
as chairman of the Subcommittee on 
Science, Research and Technology, 
and on March 23, the Committee on 
Science and Technology by unanimous 
voice vote, favorably reported what is 
now House Concurrent Resolution 
288. 

This resolution expresses our con
cern about the future of the Federal 
fire prevention and control effort. 
Since the fiscal year 1983 Reagan 
budget proposals for the Federal 
Emergency Management Agency, 
fiscal year 1983 budget proposals in
clude no funding whatsoever for the 
U.S. Fire Administration, the gentle
woman from Massachusetts <Mrs. 
HECKLER) and I join with many of our 
colleagues in expressing our concern 
for the very existence of a coordinated 
Federal approach 'to combating this 
Nation's alarming fire problem. 

The National Commission on Fire 
Prevention and Control, in its 1973 
report to the President entitled 
"America Burning," found that we 
could and should do much more on 
the Federal level to reduce the trage
dies caused by fire. This historic and 
comprehensive report led to the adop
tion of Public Law 93-498, the Federal 
Fire Prevention and Control Act of 
1974. This act was designed to work to 
reduce these tragedies and called for
and I quote-"A permanent Federal 
agency specifically concerned with 
fire." 

This Agency was charged with pro
moting research in the causes and pre
vention of fire, with organizing a na
tional data collection center on fire, 
with providing assistance to State and 
local fire agencies in the training and 
equipping of firefighters, and with de
veloping a national education effort to 
promote public awareness of fire pre
vention techniques. The Fire Adminis-

tration has saved our country far more 
than we have invested in it. 

D 1230 
The national education program on 

smoke detectors alone has played a 
primary role in the placement of 
smoke detectors in over half the 
homes of America since 1974. The Fire 
Administration's "Sesame Street" fire 
safety education program has reached 
9 million preschool children and there
by, prevented countless tragedies in
volving the loss of children's lives. 

Arson, the fastest growing crime in 
our country, has been a special focus 
of the U.S. Fire Administration. Arson 
task forces have been created in 34 
States and the Fire Administration 
has set up an arson information 
system to promote the exchange of in
formation among law enforcement 
agencies, insurance companies, and 
local governments with the goal to 
identify arson rings and assist in the 
early warning and prosecution of 
arson. 

Recently in Phoenix, Ariz. this pro
gram was successfully used to appre
hend and convict a single arsonist re
sponsible for 29 fires and $2.5 million 
in property losses. Stopping just one 
such arsonist almost pays for our total 
investment in the Fire Administration 
directly through the efforts of the 
U.S. Fire Administration, an afford
able, highly effective residential sprin
kler system has been developed. Fire 
Administration-backed research led to 
new technology in sprinkler heads 
that reacts five times faster than pre
vious commercial sprinklers and is op
erated with less water. Because of that 
the new technology makes it possible 
for a system to work from normal 
home water supplies, costing less than 
1 percent of the cost of a new home. 

This is a very revolutionary break
through that is attributable to the co
ordinating research eff arts of the Fire 
Administration and one that will save 
lives for years and years to come in 
the future. 

The list goes on and on. It is all the 
more remarkable when you consider 
the limited budget under which this 
agency has operated. 

Excluding the National Fire Acade
my, which the administration will pre
serve, the remaining U.S. Fire Admin
istration budget for fiscal year 1982 is 
around $8.5 million. This is less than 1 
percent of the total Federal Emergen
cy Management Agency <FEMA> 
budget request for 1983. 

Ironically, the FEMA budget request 
this year calls for $117 million for civil 
defense preparedness, to prepare us 
for life after nuclear holocaust and yet 
eliminates the $8 million we have been 
investing in fire, provides not one 
penny to prevent and control such a 
real and present danger to all of us. 

On May 25, 1982 the Subcommittee 
on Science, Research and Technology 

held an oversight hearing on the 
Reagan administration's proposed dis
mantling of the Fire Administration. 
We asked representatives from the ad
ministration this question: "What has 
changed since 1974 to justify a dis
mantling of this agency or the relax
ation of Federal fire prevention and 
control activities?" 

I think few on the committee felt 
that the subcommittee received a sat
isfactory justification for the change 
in this program. 

Clearly America is still burning. 
I personally do not see how our sub

committee and others in the Congress 
will be able to justify this deletion 
unless we can be assured of detailed 
plans for an orderly transfer and con
tinuation of those programs without 
loss of emphasis they have received at 
the Fire Administration. 

I believe this position is widely held. 
Other Members of Congress have 

written to me expressing similar con
cerns, including the Republican assist
ant majority leader in the Senate, Sen
ator TED STEVENS of Alaska, and the 
Senator from Ohio, Senator GLENN. 

On May 4, 1982 Senator GLENN in
troduced Senate Concurrent Resolu
tion 89, which complements the reso
lution we act on here today. 

Though we have made progress since 
197 4, fire today remains a devastating 
killer. 

We often fail to realize that annual 
deaths from fire equal to two jumbo 
jets crashing in midair every month, 
month after month after month. Each 
year this country loses 20 times more 
lives to fire than are lost in tornadoes, 
hurricanes, and floods taken together. 

Although we die by ones and twos in 
our homes, more than 8,000 people are 
lost each year to fire. Over 300,000 
people are injured, many of which in
volve severe scarring or heart attacks. 

And I have yet to even mention the 
$5 billion in property losses. 

Although still a young agency, the 
U.S. Fire Administration has signifi
cant achievements, despite a limited 
budget. We now have a National Fire 
Data Center, a center that can give us 
coordinated information so we can un
derstand the patterns that are behind 
the fire losses that we suffer. 

We have a National Fire Academy, 
and we have an important firefighter 
health and safety program which has 
developed highly effective protective 
firefighting outfits. 

Our subcommittee the other day 
had a demonstration of the light
weight gear that has been developed 
by the Fire Administration through 
coordinated efforts with NASA so that 
people who fight fires can be truly 
mobile rather than burdened down 
with the weight of equipment fire
fighters struggle with today. If some
one is trying to save my child, I want 
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him to be able to move with agility in 
hopes he will succeed. 

The fire service is also the first to re
spond in almost all disasters. 

In my view, the research, training, 
and support of the U.S. Fire Adminis
tration is essential to these efforts. 

Despite these critical services that 
the Fire Administration provides, the 
annual cost of the Fire Administration 
is less than 10 percent of one B-1 
bomber. 

Firefighters, State and local offi
cials, and community leaders are clear
ly very aware of the need to continue 
the programs conducted by the Fire 
Administration and have in our hear
ings clearly demonstrated that the 
elimination of the Administration 
would be shortsighted and counterpro
ductive. There is literally no dispute of 
that conclusion. 

At present, no one has been in
formed of any Federal transition plans 
for Fire Administration programs. 

We all recognize firefighting is a 
local function, but it is a function that 
deserves the full support and the cost
eff ective assistance of our National 
Government. 

This concurrent resolution expresses 
the need for State and local govern
ments as well as the Congress to sup
port the programs of the U.S. Fire Ad
ministration. I urge my colleagues to 
support that resolution. 
•Mrs. HECKLER. Mr. Speaker, the 
House is considering today House Con
current Resolution 288, which ex
presses the sense of Congress that the 
work of the U.S. Fire Administration 
CUSF A> is vitally important in assist
ing State and local authorities in re
ducing loss of life, injury, and proper
ty damage resulting from fire. This 
bill stems from a previous resolution 
introduced by Mrs. COLLINS early last 
year. When the administration pro
posed no funding for the Fire Admin
istration, I amended Mrs. COLLINS' bill 
in order to make it the vehicle for a 
vote of confidence for the USF A. The 
resolution, as amended, passed both 
the Subcommittee on Science, Re
search, and Technology and the full 
Science and Technology Committee 
unanimously. Senator GLENN has in
troduced a companion resolution in 
the Senate. 

The Fire Administration is funded 
through the Federal Emergency Man
agement Agency CFEMA>. The FEMA 
budget for fiscal year 1983 is almost 
$900 million, an increase of over $100 
million above the fiscal year 1981 
budget level. Members who support 
House Concurrent Resolution 288 are 
stating that out of a $900 million 
budget, only $8 to $10 million-1-per
cent-be earmarked for the valuable 
work underway at the Fire Adminis
tration. Such a move is supported by 
every national fire service organization 
in the country, and testimony before 
the Science, Research and Technology 

Subcommittee by FEMA suggests that 
targeting 1 percent of its budget to the 
fire activities sponsored by USF A 
would pose no difficulties to FEMA's 
overall effectiveness. In fact, in my 
opinion, it would vastly improve the 
usefulness of FEMA to the average 
American. As important as FEMA's 
civil defense preparedness activities 
are, it is difficult to justify spending 
hundreds of millions of dollars on 
questionable evacuation plans for hy
pothetical nuclear disasters, while at 
the same time cutting off funds for a 
very real national epidemic-fire. 

Because the authorization for the 
Fire Administration increased from 1 
to 2 years in 1981, this resolution rep
resents the only opportunity for Mem
bers to show their support for the Na
tion's fire services. 

The statistics on the Nation's fire 
problem are alarming. Every 10 sec
onds another fire department re
sponds to a fire somewhere in Amer
ica, for a total of almost 3 million fires 
per year. Every 45 seconds another 
residential fire is reported, a total of 
over 700,000 home fires per year. The 
12 percent of nonresidential fires ac
count for the 43 percent of the direct 
costs associated with fire-a testament 
to the dangers of arson. This country 
spends about $5.3 billion a year on 
direct costs associated with fire. If you 
include the indirect costs, the figure 
increases to a staggering $21 billion. 

Significant deficiencies in the Fire 
Protection Act for the United States 
were identified by the National Com
mission on Fire Prevention and Con
trol in its 1973 report to the President 
entitled "America Burning," which led 
to the adoption of Public Law 93-498, 
the Fire Prevention and Control Act 
of 197 4, to resolve these deficiencies. 

At that time, any hour of the day 
promised the likelihood that more 
than 300 destructive fires would be 
raging somewhere in the Nation, at a 
cost of over $300,000 in property 
damage. At least 1 person would be 
dead and approximately 34 would be 
injured, some crippled or disfigured 
for life. If any of my colleagues have 
ever known a burn victim, I need not 
elaborate on the suffering involved. 

I realize that the Fire Administra
tion has had some problems. Not all of 
the money has been well spent. Some 
of the grants-and this is as much the 
responsibility of the fire service orga
nizations receiving them-showed poor 
results. My colleagues on the commit
tee realize this and we would certainly 
support all efforts to improve the 
USFA's performance. 

However, we are not so dismayed by 
a few failures to overlook the out
standing accomplishments of the Fire 
Administration. Certainly we have no 
justification to eliminate this agency 
completely. We have seen no evidence 
to justify such a drastic move. 

USFA's most noteworthy program 
areas include arson. residential fire 
sprinklers, the public fire education 
network, the promotion of smoke de
tectors, improvement of fire depart
ment management tools, firefighter 
health and safety, and data collection. 

The issue has become somewhat po
larized, with FEMA at one end of the 
spectrum and the Joint Council of Na
tional Fire Service Organizations at 
the other. This kind -of divisiveness is 
not good for the fire service, the Fed
eral Government, or the country. 

I would like to make a suggestion. It 
has been a decade since the country 
took a collective look at the national 
fire problem. We have benefited a 
great deal by the "America Burning" 
report and all the effort involved in it. 

I would like to suggest another na
tional colloquium on fire, including 
arson. A decade is long enough; we 
need another look. The time for con
sensus building and retrospective eval
uation is here. We need to examine 
what has been done in light of what 
we need to do. 

The passage of this resolution is 
only a first step. I look to all repre
sentatives of the fire service, in all sec
tors, to participate in this national 
effort. The time for consensus is now; 
too many people are dying, too many 
are injured, too much property is dam
aged to wait any longer. 

In conclusion, I would urge my col
leagues to support House Concurrent 
Resolution 288. This is simply the 
wrong time to eliminate the only Fed
eral focus and coordination for fire 
prevention and control and for arson 
mitigation.• 

Mr. WALGREN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as she may consume to the 
gentlewoman from Illinois, Mrs. COL
LINS. 

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Mr. 
Speaker, I certainly rise in support of 
this legislation. Before talking about it 
let me commend the chairman of the 
subcommittee for bringing this to the 
floor of the House of Representatives 
and for having hearings on the matter 
before them and for expressing a great 
deal of concern about this matter 
which is important to all of us. 

I am supporting, of course, House 
Concurrent Resolution 288, which not 
only supports the fire safety efforts of 
the U.S. Fire Administration but 
stresses the importance of its contin
ued existence in terms of completing 
the mission mandated by the Congress 
in the Federal Fire Prevention and 
Control Act of 197 4, which is Public 
Law 93-498. 

As my colleagues are aware, lives 
and property lost to fire continue to 
be a critical problem facing this coun
try. With the total cost of fire estimat
ed at approximately $21 billion, it is 
crucial that we maintain and support 
the U.S. Fire Administration. 
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If we in Congress do not send this di

rective that the Fire Administration 
has been and is unequivocally effective 
in reducing the unacceptably high rate 
of death, injury, and property loss in 
the United States within this decade, 
then we will have failed to recognize 
the total destruction by fire of billions 
of dollars' worth of our Nation's re
sources annually, which is counter to 
our economic recovery. 

Given the astronomical cost of fire, 
lives and property loss to fire continue 
to be a critical problem facing this 
country. The density of our cities 
makes the threat of fire a nightmare, 
which is a nightmare to residents, fire 
departments, property owners, and in
surance companies. 

Rural homeowners can expect con
siderable losses to fire as well simply 
because of their remoteness and their 
inadequate system. 

With the war against the threat of 
fire being constant, we must insure 
that some system remains as part of 
our national commitment. 

As sponsor of this legislation-the 
recent tragedy in Chicago's Conrad 
Hilton in my own district, which was 
only 11 days ago, took the lives of 4 
people and 23 were injured-this rein
forces my belief that more attention 
needs to be paid to fire prevention de
vices such as smoke detectors and 
sprinkler systems. 

Were simple procedures and systems 
recommended by the Fire Administra
tion followed, it is my belief that no 
lives would have been lost in Chicago 
and that fewer would have been in
jured. 

Through the coordination of the 
USFA, we are able to have a central 
data center, benefit from antiarson 
and public safety education programs, 
technieal assistance, and many other 
improvements which result in saving 
lives and money. 

For those Americans who are finan
cially beyond the reach of fire disas
ter, the continuance of the U.S. Fire 
Administration may seem unneces
sary; but for those millions who can be 
financially destroyed by the careless 
bedsmoker next door or a careless fire, 
the Fire Administration affords pro
tective guidance far exceeding its size 
and budget. 

Accordingly, I urge passage of this 
resolution. 

Mr. WALGREN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from New York, <Mr. ZE
FERETTI). 

Mr. ZEFERETTI. Mr. Speaker, 
thank you for giving me this opportu
nity to express my deep concern over 
the proposed elimination of the U.S. 
Fire Administration. Let me also take 
this chance to applaud your efforts 
and for providing those of us who are 
concerned about the future of our fire 
prevention programs this forum to 
share our grave concerns. 

As you know, the administration, 
under the direction of the Office of 
Management and Budget, did not rec
ommend any funding for the U.S. Fire 
Administration <USFA> in fiscal year 
1983. In an effort to reduce spending, 
the administration chopped $9 million 
from the Federal Emergency Manage
ment Agency <FEMA> budget which 
was earmarked for the Fire Adminis
tration in fiscal year 1983. If the cut is 
allowed to stand, the Fire Administra
tion will cease to exist on October 1, 
with only the National Fire Academy 
surviving in FEMA's Emergency Man
agement Institute. The implications of 
such a cut are enormous and must be 
viewed not from how much it costs but 
what has been established in coordi
nating· and mobilizing a national pro
gram to reduce this country's alarming 
fire death toll and property losses. 

While the Fire Administration has 
been victimized by internal problems, 
declining support in Congress and dis
interest in the White House, its ac
complishments in mobilizing and co
ordinating a national program to 
reduce this country's appalling loss of 
life and property in fires has been 
commendable. Its major achievements 
have included: 

The establishment of the National 
Fire Academy, which trains the fire 
service leaders of tomorrow and devel
ops and distributes state-of-art course 
work for regional, State and local fire 
training facilities. This year, the Acad
emy will have trained more than 
15,000 students through its accredited 
resident and field programs. 

Increased use of smoke detectors in 
residences. When the USFA was 
formed, smoke detectors were installed 
in less than 5 percent of all house
holds, but by 1982, that percentage 
had risen to well over 50 percent. The 
USF A's contribution to broadened use 
of smoke detectors has included pro
duction and promotion of over 50 re
ports, brochures, fact sheets, articles, 
prototype posters and decals, sample 
TV and radio public service announce
ments, and other materials, all target
ed to particular detector issues and au
diences. 

Development of an effective, afford
able residential fire sprinkler system. 
Two USFA projects paved the way by 
assessing the market potential and ob
stacles to acceptance of home sprin
klers, and their potential impact on 
more than 4,000 fire fatalities and $2 
billion in fire loss that occur in private 
dwellings each year. The USF A then 
organized and coordinated both the 
tests required ·to show that the system 
works and the effect to adapt the Na
tional Fire Protection Association's 13-
D consensus standards to conform to 
the new technology. 

Development of improved firefighter 
protective clothing in a new integrated 
ensemble encouraged by Federal Gov
ernment research which was proven 

capable of sharply reducing the cur
rent high rates of firefighter fatalities 
and injuries. Relative to current gear, 
the new ensemble provides increased 
protection and mobility by reducing 
overall ensemble weight by 40 percent 
while adding only 25 to 30 percent to 
the cost. The new ensemble also pro
vides better protection against heat, 
cuts, punctures, and impact. 

Improved data on national fire prob
lem, leading to improved Federal Gov
ernment and private sector decision
making and a better, more detailed 
public understanding of the size and 
nature of the fire problem. Data from 
more than 9,000 fire departments in 40 
States and the District of Columbia, 
assembled in the national fire incident 
reporting system, has been used in 
major ways by manufacturers, insur
ance groups, publfo interest groups, 
the Consumer Product Safety Com
mission, the Occupational Safety and 
Health Administration, the Depart
ment of Housing and Urban Develop
ment, State legislators and several 
committees of Congress. 

Increased State and local fire prob
lem identification capability, made 
possible through participation in the 
national fire incident reporting 
system. 

Coordination of a national attack on 
arson. The USF A has developed and 
implemented a national strategy for 
coordinating Federal, State, and local 
public and private sector efforts to 
attack arson, one of the Nation's fast
est growing crimes. It is estimated that 
arson accounts for more than $1.5 bil
lion a year in direct losses and nearly 
25 percent of all fires. 

Establishment of a nationwide 
public fire education network, where
by local experts in public fire educa
tion are able to benefit from the expe
rience and resources of one another. 

Improved fire department manage
ment tools, including fire defense and 
emergency response planning <master 
planning) and comprehensive code ep
forcement. Technical assistance on 
master planning has been provided to 
138 communities, 48 communities in 45 
States have already adopted plans, 
and more than a dozen of these com
munities have reported cost savings or 
reduced fire problems as a result. 

A national focal point for fire pro
tection was a need articulated in the 
1973 report of the National Commis
sion on Fire Prevention and Control. 
The USF A has provided those focal 
points, as demonstrated by the hun
dreds of fire departments that have 
sought to participate in its programs. 

Nine years ago, the National Com
mission on Fire Prevention and Con
trol, in arguing for the establishment 
of a U.S. Fire Administration said: 

Time and time again, this Commission has 
made evident the need for Federal initia
tives • • • and also for coordination to 



June 2, 1982 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 12745 
strengthen programs now scattered among 
Federal agencies• • •Emphatically, what is 
not needed is a Federal bureaucracy assum
ing responsibilities that should be retained 
by State and local jurisdictions • • • the 
Federal government can help, however, in 
being a national advocate of fire protec
tion. • • • 

And, that is exactly what we have-a 
Federal advocate of fire protection. 
Are we, therefore, to let the Reagan 
administration devastate these accom
plishments and put our Nation's fire 
prevention programs back to a low pri
ority? Are we also to let the theory of 
Reaganomics destroy our national ef
forts in bringing fire, death, and casu
alty loss to a minimum? 

I think not, and that is a feeling 
being expressed to me by concerned 
fire leaders from New York: 

Prior to the establishment of the USFA 
the various fire departments in this country 
acted on an individual basis with little or no 
contact between one another. . .. The de
velopment of new technologies, modem 
building construction concepts, legislative 
changes and the myriad problems that face 
our fire departments today only added em
phasis to this need. The advent and wide
spread use of computers permitted the accu
mulation, storage and retrieval of data that 
had previously gone largely neglected. The 
establishment of the USF A was the first 
step in a long process of coordination and 
cooperation, providing a permanent tie line 
between the fire departments of our coun
try. The goal then, as it is now, was to stem 
the rising tide of fire death and property 
loss, and, I believe, the USF A was making 
important inroads in these areas.-John J. 
Hart, Chief, the City of New York Fire De
partment. 

The short-sightedness of proponents for 
the elimination of essential programs, such 
as Fire Prevention Education, and Research 
in progressive firefighting techniques, is in
credible.-Nicholas Mancuso, President 
Uniformed Firefighters Association of 
Greater New York. 

Mr. Speaker, I can only conclude by 
noting that the funding for the U.S. 
Fire Administration is of vital impor
tance to this country. The $8.5 million 
which is needed to keep the USF A 
alive, is a small sum when you consid
er that in 1980 the country experi
enced a loss of 6,505 civilian deaths, 
$6.3 billion direct property loss and 
about $15 billion in indirect losses be
cause of fire. We need the USF A and I 
will be working to see that it is a 
viable instrument in our fire preven
tion efforts. 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker, for your 
time and attention to this most impor
tant matter. 

Mr. WEBER of Minnesota. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of 
House Concurrent Resolution 288. 

Mr. Speaker, the minority members 
of the -Science and Technology Com
mittee support this measure. The bill 
passed both the subcommittee and full 
committee unanimously. 

As the distinguished chairman of 
the Science, Research and Technology 

Subcommittee has explained, this res
olution simply allows the members to 
show their support for the U.S. Fire 
Administration. I have to compliment 
Chairman w ALGREN and Mrs. HECKLER, 
the ranking Republican member, on 
their fine leadership in this issue. Mrs. 
HECKLER'S amendment to the original 
resolution sponsored by Mrs. COLLINS 
has strengthened the bill. 

There are few calamities in this 
country that occur as often, result in 
as many deaths and injuries, cost as 
much in property damage, and yet at 
the same time receive as little atten
tion from the Federal Government. No 
one is advocating that the Federal 
Government involve itself in the me
chanics of fire suppression. However, 
we do have the entire delegation of na
tional fire service organizations asking 
for a continued Federal focal point on 
fire and arson. 

The U.S. Fire Administration has 
served as the Federal focal point for 
fire for the last 8 years and has made 
significant improvements in arson co
ordination at the community and 
State level, research into firefighter 
health and safety and residential fire 
sprinklers, public education of fire 
hazards, and in increasing the number 
of smoke detectors in homes all across 
the country. 

The committee does not intend to 
imply that improvements cannot be 
made in USF A. Testimony before our 
subcommittee has indicated that the 
Fire Administration's effectiveness can 
be increased. The committee looks for
ward to the opportunity to work with 
USF A on making the necessary pro
gram changes. 

However, the administration has not 
provided any funding for fiscal year 
1983, despite the Science and Technol
ogy Comm1ttee's 2-year authorization 
passed last year. This committee 
agrees with the Nation's fire service 
organizations that the USF A should 
continue. Not only do we lose the op
portunity to maintain progress in sev
eral areas of fire and arson research, 
but we stand a good chance of throw
ing away advances already attained. 

The Fire Administration has a small 
budget of $8 million. Should the Con
gress decide that USFA be continued, 
the funds can easily be earmarked out 
of FEMA's $900 million budget. Sup
porting this resolution does not add 
one dollar to the President's recom
mended budget level. It simply sends a 
message to the President that Mem
bers of Congress support the Nation's 
fire service. They put their lives on 
the line every day as they respond to 
fires and a host of other emergencies. 
They deserve all the support we can 
offer them. I would therefore -urge all 
of my colleagues to support this reso
lution. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to our 
distinguished colleague from New 

York, Mr. McGRATH, a member of the 
subcommittee. 

0 1245 

Mr. McGRATH. Mr. Speaker, I 
would like to submit for the RECORD, a 
copy of a letter I recently received 
from the Nassau County Firemen's As
sociation which represents 8,000 fire
fighters in the district I represent and 
the surrounding area. The letter con
tains a strong statement of support for 
the continued operation of the U.S. 
Fire Administration. I urge my col
leagues on this committee to lend 
their support to House Concurrent 
Resolution 288. 

The work of the U.S. Fire Adminis
tration has been a motivating force in 
major fire prevention and control ef
forts, over the past several years. I 
urge those who feel that fire is solely a 
local problem, to take a closer look at 
the magnitude of the loss of human 
life, and the economic loss caused by 
serious injuries and property damage 
from fire. 

Insurance company surveys indicate 
that our Nation has the highest rate 
of fire-related deaths and property 
damage in the industrialized world. 
This is a national disgrace, which cer
tainly warrants the expenditure of less 
than $10 million to fund the U.S. Fire 
Administration. A single fire in Lynn, 
Mass., last November, caused an esti
mated $70 million in property damage, 
10 times the budget of the USFA. 
Many of the 16 buildings destroyed in 
that blaze, had been renovated in a 
federally funded revitalization pro
gram which now lies in ashes. 

The problems of fighting fire have 
increased in complexity in recent 
years. Modern technology has un
leashed a host of potential problems 
for the fire service. Building construc
tion, new chemicals, plastics and other 
materials we use every day are all rela
tively new hazards for the firefighters 
and the public. The increasing concen
tration of our Nation's population, 
makes even relatively small fires, ex
tremely dangerous in crowded cities 
and suburbs. The U.S. Fire Adminis
tration has provided a central source 
for the dissemination of information 
on innovations, and experiences from 
fire departments throughout the 
United States. The experiences of a 
fire department in Texas in handling a 
specific type of fire, might prove to be 
of great value to fire service personnel 
in New York, when faced with a simi
lar type of emergency. Antiarson pro
grams, fire prevention education, and 
a variety of other types of useful in
formation can eventually reduce the 
tremendous cost of fire in terms of the 
lives and property of our citizens. 

Again, I request the full support of 
this committee in the effort to main
tain the U.S. Fire Administration. 
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NASSAU COUNTY 

FIREMEN'S ASSOCIATION, 
March 9, 1982. 

Hon. RAYMOND McGRATH, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR Sia: It has come to our attention 
that the 1983 Budget does not provide for 
Funds for the United States Fire Adminis
tration and the Rural Community Fire Pro
tection program of the Department of Agri
culture. 

If the budget is adopted as proposed, the 
USFA and RCFP will come to an end. 

These programs are extremely helpful in 
reducing fire losses, arson control, hazard
ous materials incidents, promotion of smoke 
detectors and sprinklers, code enforcement, 
master planning, fire fighter safety and the 
National Fire Data Center. 

While reductions in the Federal Budget 
are no doubt desirable, it is painful to see 
important fire service programs wiped out. 

It would be greatly appreciated by thou
sands in the Fire Service, both paid and vol
unteer, if you could support our stand for 
the USFA and the RCFP. 

Sincerely, 
HENRY GREENSTEIN, 

Past President. 
Mr. WEBER of Minnesota. Mr. 

Speaker, I yield such time as he may 
consume to the gentleman from Cali
fornia (Mr. CLAUSEN). 

Mr. CLAUSEN. Mr. Speaker, I join 
in solid support of the efforts that 
have been made by the Committee on 
Science and Technology to advance 
this concurrent resolution on the part 
of the House. 

The U.S. Fire Administration, as has 
been stated by the previous speakers, 
have carried forth a major coordinat
ing function, as well as an information 
dissemination effort, that is extremely 
meaningful to the local fire depart
ments throughout the country, includ
ing my own congressional district. 

I urge strong support for the legisla
tion, and I commend the committee 
for bringing it before the House. 
e Mr. OTl'INGER. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
to strongly support House Concurrent 
Resolution 288, a resolution express
ing the sense of Congress that the ef
forts of the U.S. Fire Administration 
should be supported. 

Specifically, this resolution states 
that Congress should continue support 
of the USFA, and that the USFA 
should continue to develop a close 
working relationship with States and 
localities in reviewing, evaluating, and 
suggesting improvements and uniform
ity in State, local, and model fire pre
vention and building codes. 

The USF A provides assistance to 
State and local governments by col
lecting and analyzing fire information, 
regulating the flammability of materi
als, conducting research and develop
ment, and providing financial assist
ance when adequate protection lies 
beyond a community's means. 

The USF A performs a critical role in 
combating the incredible proliferation 
of fires and fire-related losses. In 1981, 
over 3 million fires were reported in-

volving over 7 ,500 deaths, 300,000 inju
ries-of which 28,000 were civilian
and $6 billion in direct property losses. 
In the last decade, the incidence of 
arson nationwide has increased over 
400 percent. According to insurance 
experts, many of these losses are 
passed along to homeowners and busi
nesses, and approximately one-quarter 
of every home insurance premium 
dollar goes to pay for arson. 

Incredibly, the Reagan administra
tion has responded to this critical na
tionwide fire problem by proposing to 
eliminate funding for the U.S. Fire Ad
ministration. The results of this pro
posal would be an end to the prospects 
of a coordinated Federal approach io 
combating fire, as well as a terrible in
crease in fire tragedies. We can also 
expect to see a likely increase in Gov
ernment costs to control fires and con
sumer costs in higher insurance premi
ums. The administration's efforts to 
delete funding for the USFA is not 
only shortsighted, it is dangerous. 

The USFA has an important mission 
to help fire safety efforts and reduce 
property damage and lives lost by fire. 
I fully support the USF A and urge my 
colleagues to join me in voting for 
House Concurrent Resolution 288.e 
•Mr. EVANS of Delaware. Mr. Speak
er, I rise in support of House Concur
rent Resolution 288 which expresses 
the sense of this Congress that all 
levels of government should support 
the fire safety efforts of the U.S. Fire 
Administration <USFA). The USFA is 
an integral part of our Nation's fire
fighting efforts, and provides critically 
important emergency response train
ing programs for America's firefight
ers. 

Firefighters, both volunteer and full 
time, stand on guard to protect Ameri
can families and their property from 
the ravages of fire. These outstanding 
men and women risk their lives each 
day to fight fires, truly one of the 
most dangerous occupations in our 
Nation. 

All levels of government need to con
tinue adequate levels of support for ef
fective firefighting programs, and con
tinue training programs to help fire
fighters do their jobs better. This Con
gress can reaffirm that commitment 
by passing this resolution in support 
of · those important programs at the 
Federal level to help volunteer and 
full-time firefighters all across the 
country. 

I urge my colleagues to join me in 
support of House Concurrent Resolu
tion 288, which expresses our support 
of the U.S. Fire Administration.e 
e Mr. CLAUSEN. Mr. Speaker, I wish 
to add my support for House Concur
rent Resolution 288, and call to the at
tention of my colleagues the need for 
maintaining the U.S. Fire Administra
tion. 

The U.S. Fire Administration has 
played a vital role since 1974 in dis-

seminating the technical knowledge 
and expertise necessary to reduce fire 
hazards stemming from new develop
ments in building construction and 
chemical use, in encouraging the pri
vate and commercial installation of 
fire prevention and safety devices, 
such as smoke detectors and sprinkler 
systems, and has aided local officials 
in strengthening and upgrading exist
ing fire and building codes. The USF A 
has effectively coordinated firefight
ing and prevention efforts at the local 
and State levels so that experience 
gained in combating fire problems in 
one State or locality may be used to 
benefit another. 

Programs developed by the USFA 
have made important progress in re
ducing the heavy losses of life and 
property of our citizens, and continued 
funding of this agency will enable us 
to continue reducing these losses. Pas
sage of House Concurrent Resolution 
288 will not add to the deficit-it will 
not add a single dollar in budget out
lays. It will simply demonstrate sup
port of the Congress for the Nation's 
fire service organizations, and our 
commitment" to prevent the destruc
tion by fire of the lives of our citizens 
and billions of dollars' worth of our 
Nation's resources. Again, I urge the 
full support of the House for the 
maintenance of the U.S. Fire Adminis
tration.• 
•Mrs. HOLT. Mr. Speaker, Congress 
responded to the crisis caused by fires 
in our Nation by creating the U.S. Fire 
Administration, in 1974. We have 
always recognized the devestation and 
misery resulting from hurricanes, tor
nadoes, floods, and earthquakes, yet 
fires alone result in more than 20 
times the deaths annually than these 
other disasters combined. Over 300,000 
people are injured yearly, and almost 
8,000 lives are lost from fires which 
occur at a staggering rate of 1every10 
seconds. 

The cost in dollars associated with 
these fires, including both direct and 
indirect losses, is an intolerable $21 
billion. The U.S. Fire Administration 
is a part of the Federal Emergency 
Management Agency, and is charged 
with such programs as developing resi
dential fire safety plans, public educa
tion, maintaining the National Fire 
Data Center, researching firefighter 
health and safety, arson prevention, 
and emergency medical services. These 
and other programs fulfilled in re
sponse to the legislative mandates of 
the Federal Fire Prevention and Con
trol Act of 1974 are in serious jeopardy 
because the U.S. Fire Administration 
has been targeted for zero funding in 
fiscal year 1983. 

We must not let the Federal-local 
partnership of the USF A be destroyed. 
I urge all of my colleagues to vote in 
support of House Concurrent Resolu
tion 288, expressing the sense of the 
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Congress that the U.S. Fire Adminis
tration is vitally important. We must 
show the American people that we rec
ognize the importance of the USF A 
and its ongoing programs, and that we 
join the Joint Council of National Fire 
Service Organizations in fighting the 
elimination of the USF A as ferocious
ly as they attack fires.e 
•Mr. EVANS of Delaware. Mr. Speak
er, I rise in support of House Concur
rent Resolution 288 which expresses 
the sense of this Congress that all 
levels of government should support 
the fire safety efforts of the U.S. Fire 
Administration <USFA>. The USFA is 
an integral part of our Nation's fire
fighting efforts, and provides critically 
important emergency response train
ing programs for America's firefight
ers. 

Firefighters, both volunteer and full 
time, stand on guard to protect Ameri
can families and their property from 
the ravages of fire. These outstanding 
men and women risk their lives each 
day to fight fires, truly one of the 
most dangerous occupations in our 
Nation. 

All levels of government need to con
tinue adequate levels of support for ef
fective firefighting programs, and con
tinue training programs to help fire
fighters do their jobs better. This Con
gress can reaffirm that commitment 
by passing this resolution in support 
of those important programs at the 
Federal level to help volunteer and 
full-time firefighters all across the 
country. 

I urge colleagues to join me in sup
port of House Concurrent Resolution 
288, which expresses our support of 
the U.S. Fire Administrator.e 

Mr. WEBER of Minnesota. Mr. 
Speaker, I have no further requests 
for time, and I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. WALGREN. Mr. Speaker, I have 
no further requests for time, and I 
yield back the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MAZZOLI). The question is on the 
motion offered by the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania <Mr. WALGREN) that the 
House suspend the rules and agree to 
the concurrent resolution, House Con
current Resolution 288, as amended. 

The question was taken; and <two
thirds having voted in favor thereof) 
the rules were suspended and the con
current resolution, as amended, was 
agreed to. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

AVIATION INSURANCE 
PROGRAM EXTENSION 

Mr. MINETA. Mr. Speaker, I move 
to suspend the rules and pass the bill 
<H.R. 5930) to extend the aviation in
surance program for 5 years. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

H.R. 5930 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That sec
tion 1312 of the Federal Aviation Act of 
1958, as amended <49 U.S.C. 1542) is amend
ed by striking "1982" and inserting in lieu 
thereof "1987". 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu
ant to the rule, a second is not re
quired on this motion. 

The gentleman from California <Mr. 
MINETA) will be recognized for 20 min
utes, and the gentleman from Calif or
nia <Mr. CLAUSEN) will be recognized 
for 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from California <Mr. MINETA). 

Mr. MINETA. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 5930 renews the 
authorization for the aviation insur
ance program, generally known as the 
"war risk" program. The war risk pro
gram was first authorized in 1951, and 
has been renewed seven times. The 
current authorization will expire on 
September 30, 1982. 

Under the war risk insurance pro
gram the Government provides insur
ance to airlines providing service be
tween the United States and a foreign 
country when there are security prob
lems and commercial insurance is un
available. Before the insurance is 
issued, the Secretary of Transporta
tion must determine that insurance 
cannot be obtained on reasonable 
terms and conditions from a commer
cial insurance company, and the Presi
dent must determine 'that continu
ation of the air service operations to 
be insured is necessary to carry out 
the foreign policy of the United 
States. 

The war risk insurance program is 
supported by a revolving fund which 
includes all premiums received for in
surance and any sums appropriated to 
the program. The salaries of employ
ees working on the program are paid 
out of the fund. The fund has not re
quired appropriations in recent years, 
and now has a balance of $22 million. 

H.R. 5930 renews the war risk insur
ance program for 5 years. Although it 
has not been necessary to issue war 
risk insurance during the last 5 years, 
the program has been useful as a 
backup for our foreign policy. There is 
always a possibility that private insur
ance companies will be unwilling to 
insure air service to a foreign country 
in which there are security problems. 
U.S. airlines cannot be expected to run 
the risk .of providing air service with
out insurance. Without a Government 
backup program, airlines might be 
unable to provide service which was 
needed to carry out the foreign policy 
of the United States. 

Finally, I note that renewal of the 
war risk program is supported by the 
administration and the airlines. I am 
not aware of any opposition to renew
al. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge passage of H.R. 
5930 and a continuation of the war 
risk insurance program. 

Mr. CLAUSEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to join my col
leagues on the Public Works Commit
tee in supporting H.R. 5930, which 
would extend the aviation war risk in
surance program for 5 years through 
fiscal year 1987. 

We have heard the testimony of 
both the administration and the Air 
Transport Association that it is essen
tial for the Congress to reauthorize 
this program beyond its current expi
ration date at the end of this fiscal 
year. 

Origin8.lly enacted in 1951, the stat
ute authorizes the Secretary of Trans
portation to issue insurance to air car
riers so that international operations 
which the President determines are in 
the foreign policy interests of the 
United States can continue when com
mercial insurance is not reasonably 
available. This insurance can be issued 
either with or without premiums, the 
latter being the case when the oper
ation is being conducted pursuant to a 
contract between the air carrier and 
the Departments of Defense or State. 

In the event premiums are collected 
from the particular air carriers in
volved, they are placed in a revolving 
fund which would be used if the Gov
ernment is subsequently required to 
pay out on a policy. The aviation war 
risk insurance revolving fund now has 
a balance of $22.6 million and is now 
in a position where it could absorb a 
substantial claim if it were required to 
do so. The revolving fund is also used 
to pay administrative expenses associ
ated with operating this important 
program, such as employee salaries. 

Although the very nature of the pro
gram is such that it is infrequently 
used, I believe it is important that the 
authority be in place should it become 
necessary to assure the continuation 
of essential air transport operations 
outside the United States. 

As my colleagues are aware, the 
aviation war risk insurance program 
has been extended by the Congress on 
numerous occasions in the past, and 
most of those extensions were for 5-
year periods as provided for in H.R. 
5930. 

The last time we examined this pro
gram was in 1977 where we also made 
other changes to the statute which 
were designed to fill potential gaps in 
the Secretary's authority to issue this 
insurance. Those amendments accom
plished their intended purpose and the 
administration, as well as the U.S. air 
carriers, believe that a simple exten
sion of the program is all that is neces
sary at this time. 

Accordingly, I would urge my col
leagues to support H.R. 5930 so we can 
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assure that this important program 
will continue in the years ahead. 
•Mr. SNYDER. Mr. Speaker, as the 
chairman of the Aviation Subcommit
tee has indicated, today we are consid
ering legislation <H.R. 5930) to extend 
the aviation war risk insurance pro
gram for 5 years through the end of 
fiscal year 1987. Because of the impor
tance of assuring that vital air trans
port operations can continue in the 
face of instability abroad, I would urge 
my colleagues to support H.R. 5930. 

Actually, the name "war risk" is 
somewhat of a -misnomer since the 
statute no longer specifies the types of 
risks which are eligible for Govern
ment insurance. The last time the 
Congress extended this program, back 
in 1977, we determined that the Secre
tary of Transportation would have 
greater flexibility if eligibility for Gov
ernment insurance depended, in part, 
on a Presidential determination that 
the particular operation was in the 
foreign policy interests of the United 
States. 

Accordingly, such insurance can be 
issued to cover a variety of risks; that 
is, civil disturbances, terrorist activi
ties, provided it is an operation outside 
the United States and the President 
determines it is appropriate. Of 
course, it can only be issued where 
commercial insurance cannot be ob
tained at reasonable rates and condi
tions. 

The program contemplates two dif
ferent types of insurance-premium 
and nonpremium. If the above condi
tions are met, the premium program 
generally applies. However, if the op
eration is being conducted pursuant to 
a contract which the carrier has with 
the Departments of Defense or State, 
no premiums are charged to the carri
ers although DOD or the State De
partment must indemnify the Secre
tary for any payouts which occur on 
the policy. An example of this is the 
operation of the Civil Reserve Air 
Fleet <CRAF). In the event CRAF air
craft are needed by our Government, 
the nonpremium program permits the 
operation to be insured and therefore 
protects the carrier from any losses 
which may arise. 

Although the Government war risk 
insurance is issued only on rare occa
sions, I believe that it is necessary to 
extend the current authorization so 
that the lack of commercially avail
able insurance will not deter this coun
try from conducting operations which 
are determined by the President to be 
in our best interests. 

Accordingly, I would urge my col
leagues to adopt H.R. 5930 so we can 
extend this important program before 
it expires at the end of the current 
fiscal year·• 
e Mr. HOW ARD. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
in support of this legislation to reau
thorize, through fiscal year 1987, the 
aviation insurance program, commonly 

referred to as the war risk insurance 
program. 

Although this program is not well 
known, it is one that is very important 
to the implementation of our Nation's 
foreign policy. 

Under this program, the Federal 
Aviation Administration provides in
surance to U.S. airlines for air service 
to foreign countries when commercial 
insurance cannot be obtained on rea
sonable terms and conditions, and 
when the President determines that 
the continuation of air service is neces
sary to carry out the foreign policy of 
the United States. 

Though this program has not been 
called upon since the last time it was 
authorized 5 years ago, it does not 
take one long to conceive of instances 
in the world today where a govern
ment insurance program for service to 
high risk areas would be necessary. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge the House to 
pass this bill. Our Nation's foreign 
policy interests will be well served by 
it .• 

Mr. MINETA. Mr. Speaker, I have 
no further requests for time, and I 
yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. CLAUSEN. Mr. Speaker, I have 
no further requests for time, and I 
yield back the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from California <Mr. 
MINETA) that the House suspend the 
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 5930. 

The question was taken; and <two
thirds having voted in favor thereof) 
the rules were suspended and the bill 
was passed. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. CLAUSEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days in which to 
revise and extend their remarks on the 
bill just passed. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from California? 

There was no objection. 

CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 4, 
INTELLIGENCE IDENTITIES 
PROTECTION ACT 
Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Speaker, I call up 

the conference report on the bill <H.R. 
4) to amend the National Security Act 
of 1947 to prohibit the unauthorized 
disclosure of information identifying 
certain U.S. intelligence officers, 
agents, informants, and sources. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu

ant to the rule, the conference report 
is considered as having been read. 

<For conference report and state
ment, see proceedings of the House of 
May 20, 1982.) 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
gentleman from Massachusetts <Mr. 
BOLAND) will be recognized for 30 min
utes, and the gentleman from Illinois 
<Mr. MCCLORY) will be recognized for 
30 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Massachusetts <Mr. BOLAND). 

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, the conference report 
which we take up today was the sub
ject of many long and hard discussions 
and eventually of compromise. It 
might not have appeared on the sur
face that there were many substantial 
differences between the two Houses. 
But from the beginning, it was, in the 
opinion of this Member, important to 
create a legislative history in the state
ment of managers that explains the 
crucial section of this legislation-sec
tion 601(c). It was important, because 
in the House, there was not a report 
which explained the effect of the Ash
brook amendment, the language of 
601(c). In the other body as well, there 
was no committee report explaining 
the language of 601(c), which had also 
been offered as a floor amendment, in 
this case by Senator CHAFEE. Further, 
it was important that the differences 
between the two Houses on the ques
tion of protecting cover for U.S. intel
ligence officers and agents be resolved 
in light of the need to better protect 
such individuals and in order to guar
antee that cover is sufficient to justify 
the criminalization of its disclosure. 

The House should also know that I 
began the process of discussions about 
these issues in some doubt about the 
constitutionality of the bill. Nonethe
less, I felt it was my duty to bring back 
a bill to the House because it was the 
will of this body that H.R. 4 become 
law. I also thought it was my duty
and I believe all the conferees join me 
in this-to provide a bill which could 
meet constitutional muster, that was 
as narrowly prescribed in its coverage 
as was necessary to criminalize the 
wholesale exposure of intelligence 
operatives while treading as lightly as 
possible upon the first amendment. 
The principal effort of the conferees 
concerning this bill was to resolve this 
particular issue in terms of the state
ment of manager's language explain
ing section 60l<c), particularly its two 
principal elements-the terms "pat
tern of activities" and the "reason to 
believe" standard. 

Substantively, the conference report 
which we bring back to the House is 
the House bill with several exceptions. 
We have accepted the Senate amend
ment which permits an individual to 
disclose information that solely identi
fies himself as a covert agent. We have 
accepted the Senate amendment limit
ing the definition of covert agent to 
active officers or employees of intelli
gence agencies and to present agents, 
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sources and informants. We have ac
cepted a substitute cover section that 
resolves the concerns of the other 
body, about the protection of the 
Peace Corps from use for intelligence 
operations. 

The compromise provision on cover 
requires an annual report to Congress 
on the effectiveness of cover so as to 
monitor necessary improvements in 
cover arrangements and to guarantee 
that the identities of covert agents are 
masked adequately to justify criminal 
proscription of their disclosures. 

In structuring statement of manag
er's language to explain section 601(c), 
the so-called Ashbrook or Chaf ee 
amendment, the conferees noted that 
there had been little explanation in 
the House of the Ashbrook amend
ment. The most satisfactory sources of 
explanation were those ref erred to in 
the Senate debate-the explanation 
provided by the 1980 report of the 
Senate Select Committee on Intelli
gence to accompany S. 2216, the 
Senate forerunner of this bill in the 
96th Congress, and a colloquy between 
Senators CHAFEE and DURENBERGER 
which drew from and expanded upon 
this same report. 
It was the intention of the conferees 

that these sources constitute the legis
lative history of this statute. There
fore, the conferees very carefully ex
cerpted text from these sources. Every 
word was scrutinized and carefully 
considered. The resultant explanation 
is, I should emphasize, the best the 
conferees could agree upon. 

Not everyone is happy with it, as 
perhaps today's proceedings will em
phasize. The explanation provided in 
the statement addresses the central 
issues of proof and what activities 
would constitute a violation of the 
statute. 

The principal point of this part of 
the statement is to emphasize what is 
and what is not covered by the con
cept of "pattern of activities" in con
junction with the "reason to believe" 
standard. What is proscribed by the 
bill, "naming names" as it is euphemis
tically called, is a limited type of activ
ity. It is not intended to embrace "le
gitimate journalism." Now I use this 
phrase gingerly, · because the first 
amendment makes it clear that Con
gress is not to sit in judgment on what 
"legitimate dissent" or "appropriate" 
speech is or ought to be. That is the 
point of the language provided in the 
statement of managers-to help to 
identify activities which are not pro
scribed by the statute, and to explain 
how prosecutors and judges should in
terpret the statute. 

Mr. Speaker, that language in the 
statement of managers speaks for 
itself. It is the only explanation con
ferees intend to offer on what those 
crucial phrases mean. I, myself, could 
wish that is was even more explicit in 
some areas than it is. But I understand 

well, as I am sure Members of this 
body do, that in the process of com
promise and debate that resolves 
issues of this kind, we must eventually 
vote yea or nay. 

Before I conclude my statement, Mr. 
Speaker, I would be remiss if I did not 
add some words of praise. The first 
should go to RON MAZZOLI, the chair
man of the Legislative Subcommittee 
who has worked so long and hard on 
this statute. Without his perseverance, 
patience, and good judgment, we 
would not be here today. 

Second, I would like to pay tribute 
and special thanks to the gentleman 
from Illinois, BOB MCCLORY, who will 
be leavil)g the Permanent Select Com
mittee on Intelligence at the end of 
this Congress and whose able work 
and bipartisan attitude on this legisla
tion. Both as ranking minority 
member on the Subcommittee on Leg
islation, and as ranking minority 
member on the Committee on the Ju
diciary, He has assisted the committee 
and has assisted the efforts of this 
House in fashioning national security 
legislation protective of individual 
rights. 

Last, I would like to pay tribute to a 
former colleague of ours, John Ash
brook, who was clearly most influen
tial in the debate of this body on H.R. 
4 and whose amendment to the com
mittee bill helped shape the course of 
this legislation. We all miss his pres
ence in the Intelligence Committee 
and on this floor. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge the adoption of 
the conference report and close with 
an admonition that is contained in the 
statement of managers, and I quote: 

The Conferees expect that the Depart
ment of Justice and the Federal Courts will 
limit the application of Section 601(c) to 
those engaged in the pernicious business of 
naming names as that conduct is described 
in the legislative history of this Act. 

As one who had serious doubts about 
the constitutionality of this bill as it 
passed the House, and who returns 
with a conference report substantially 
similar to that bill, I must say that, 
based on the interpretation of this 
statute as provided in the statement of 
managers, I believe that this statute 
can be considered constitutional. I be
lieve that it has a good chance to with
stand the test of judicial scrutiny. It 
can do so because of its narrow focus 
and explicit avoidance of proscribing 
protected speech. 

With all my heart I trust that it will 
serve to ensnare only those few who 
have made it their business to system
atically identify and expose our under
cover intelligence officers. Like all in 
this body, I sincerely desire to see an 
end to that unpleasant and illegal ac
tivity. I have confidence that, based on 
the intent of Congress as expressed by 
the conference report and the accom
panying statement of managers, these 
goals are both attainable. 

0 1300 
Mr. McCLORY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
Mr. Speaker. first let me commend 

the gentleman from Massachusetts for 
his leadership and also to express my 
appreciation for his generous remarks 
on my behalf. It is a real privilege to 
serve on this important committee of 
the Congress and to participate in the 
legislative efforts of our committee, in
cluding the legislation emanating from 
this committee under the leadership 
of my colleague, the gentleman from 
Kentucky <Mr. MAzzoLI), chairman of 
the Subcommittee on Legislation. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of the 
conference report on H.R. 4, the Intel
ligence Identities Protection Act of 
1982. 

The record is both long and convinc
ing on the need for legislation protect
ing the identities of U.S. covert intelli
gence agents. Our intelligence officers, 
and the people whom they recruit to 
provide information and assistance, 
work on behalf of our country's securi
ty-often at significant risk to their 
lives. The bill now before us would 
help minimize these risks by providing 
criminal penalties for the unauthor
ized disclosure of the identities of 
these outstanding men and women. 

In this body, prior to the adoption of 
the "reason to believe" language of
fered by our late distinguished col
league, the gentleman from Ohio <Mr. 
Ashbrook), and in the other body 
prior to the adoption of identical lan
guage, the debate was long and com
plex-and, at times, even confusing. 
Some have suggested that during this 
debate the effect of the "reason to be
lieve" standard was inaccurately 
stated. In this light, it was the effort 
of the conferees, in the statement of 
managers, to clarify the meaning of 
the statutory language and to some 
extent, this goal was met. However, I 
am concerned that some portions of 
the statement are not entirely clear 
and therefore do not do complete jus
tice to the words both Houses over
whelmingly agreed to insert into this 
legislation. 

Of course, it is generally accepted 
that the meaning of a law can best be 
found in the plain meaning of the 
words used to comprise it. As the 
newest Justice of the Supreme Court 
stated last week in the case of FBI 
against Abrarltson (dissenting). 

While it is elementary that the plain lan
guage interpretation of a statute enjoys a 
robust presumption in its favor, it is also 
true that Congress cannot, in every in
stance, be counted on to have said what it 
meant or to have meant what it said. Stat
utes, therefore, "are not to be construed so 
strictly as to defeat the obvious intention of 
the legislature." Thus, a "clearly expressed 
legislative intention" to the contrary could 
dislodge the meaning apparent from the 
plain language of Ca statute] even though 
that meaning "must ordinarily be regarded 
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as conclusive." Therefore, only to the extent 
that the Statement is unequivocally clear 
can it modify the words of the statute, and 
then only if there is a lack of clarity in the 
statute itself. 

Justice O'Connor best made her 
point by quoting Chief Justice Mar
shall: 

The intention of the legislature is to be 
collected from the words they employ. 
Where there are no ambiguities in the 
words, there is no room for construction. 

Mr. Speaker, it is my contention 
that in the bill before us now there is 
no ambiguity in the words we have 
employed, for they clearly speak of 
our intent to put an end to the perni
cious act of wantonly exposing the 
identities of our covert intelligence 
agents. Simply stated, if an individual 
meets the elements set out in either 
subsection CA), <B>, or <C> of section 
601-even if the defendant claims to 
have had some ulterior motive or some 
higher moral purpose-then a crime 
has been committed and punishment 
must follow, to do anything less would 
cause a disservice to our intelligence 
agents-and to our country's security. 

Mr. Speaker, last week we consid
ered the first budget resolution. 
There, we debated how much money 
should be collected by the Govern
ment-and from what sources-and 
how much should be spent-and for 
what. I would be surprised if there 
were fewer than 435 points of view ex
pressed during the debate, and all we 
were talking about was money. 

Today, on the other hand, we are 
considering a matter which calls on 
this body to effect public policy while 
remaining within the constraints of 
the document which provides us with 
our most basic authority-the Consti
tution. Certainly, when working in an 
area fraught with constitutional con
cerns, it should not seem surprising 
that there are more than a few points 
of view on the proper course to follow. 

The difference between the budget 
resolution and the Intelligence Identi
ties Protection Act is that here we 
have agreed upon a text, though there 
is some disagreement on how it can 
best be described. 

We need this legislation, and I do 
not feel that some lack of clarity in 
the statement of managers justifies 
opposition to its enactment. I have 
faith in the judiciary's ability to recog
nize the intent of Congress from the 
plain meaning of the words we have 
used to construct the legislation, and 
in the final analysis that is what 
counts. 

I urge the adoption of the confer
ence report. 

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
distinguished gentleman from Ken
tucky <Mr. MAzzoLI), the chairman of 
the Subcommittee on Legislation. 

Mr. MAZZOLI. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of the conference report on 
H.R.4. 

Today's vote is the culmination of a 
bipartisan legislative effort that began 
in 1975 when the first names of agents 
bills were introduced soon after the 
tragic death of Richard Welch in 
Athens. 

Since then four congressional com
mittees have considered the matter, is
suing seven reports in the process; The 
Subcommittee on Legislation of the 
House Permanent Select Committee 
on Intelligence, which I chair, has con
sidered this issue in three different 
Congresses. 

The complex constitutional, legal, 
and policy questions which lie at the 
heart of H.R. 4 have been fully debat
ed on the floors of both Houses, in the 
editorial pages of the Nation's newspa
pers, on television, and in the law jour
nals-as well they should have been. 

While it has taken a long time to 
arrive at where we are today, it was 
time well spent. The first amendment 
issues were difficult to resolve, but 
they have been resolved rather than 
avoided. We have striven to work 
within the boundaries of the first 
amendment, not to work around them. 

The difficulties arose, of course, pri
marily in connection with section 
601(c), which applies to those who 
have not had access to classified infor
mation and who disclose information 
theoretically obtainable from nonclas
sified sources. The Committee of Con
ference was very careful in explaining 
these provisions in the statement of 
managers. 

I and the majority of the members 
of the Intelligence Committee pre
f erred a version of section 601(c) other 
than that adopted. I am hopeful, how
ever, that the provision, as explained 
by the statement of managers, will be 
upheld by the courts. 

The statement of managers about 
601(c) does not satisfy some members. 
But all it does, in my opinion, is lend 
emphasis to what I think is clear from 
the language of the bill; and that is, 
that section 601(c) is directed at those 
whose demonstrated purpose is to un
cover and disclose the identity of any 
and all covert agents, wherever they 
may be and no matter what the cir
cumstances of their service. 

It seems to me that it is not difficult 
at all, and I trust the Justice Depart
ment and the jury will have no diffi
culty, in distinguishing between those 
I have just described who are in the 
business of naming names, and those 
whose speech or writing might disclose 
an agent's identity but who have not 
spoken or written: 

In the course of a pattern of activity in
tended to identify and expose covert agents 
and with reason to believe that such activi
ties would impair or impede the foreign in
telligence activities of the United States. 

The other issue of prime concern to 
the conferees was the definition of 
covert agent. 

The definition is, of course, crucial 
because it is the disclosure of the iden
tity of a covert agent that subjects one 
to criminal prosecution. 

The conferees adopted the definition 
contained in the Senate amendment. 
In so doing, the conferees chose lan
guage identical to that reported by 
every committee that has considered 
the issue. The House, however, had de
cided on the different language of
fered as a floor amendment by the 
gentleman from New York, Mr. SOLO
MON. 

The primary difference between the 
two versions is that the Solomon 
amendment included many more 
people within the definition of covert 
agent than did the other version. In 
the case of intelligence agency em
ployees, the Solomon amendment in
cluded former as well as present em
ployees. In the case of those who are 
U.S. citizens but had not been employ
ees, the Solomon amendment included 
former as well as present informants 
and sources. 

In agreeing to the Senate amend
ment, the majority of the House con
ferees were influenced by the follow
ing considerations: 

First, at no time during the consider
ation of the legislation did the CIA, 
the FBI, or the Department of De
fense urge that the broader definition 
be adopted; 

Second, the narrower definition 
itself enlarged the scope of the bill 
well beyond the undercover CIA offi
cers who have been the target of the 
naming names columns; and 

Third, the broader definition could 
include with it such people as Edwin 
Wilson and Frank Terpil, former CIA 
employees who provided arms to 
Libya. 

The definition chosen, in my opin
ion, is sufficient to protect the identi
ties of all those whose disclosure could 
harm U.S. intelligence or expose them
selves to harm, and who reasonably 
can be considered subject to the activi
ty which has been identified to the 
Congress as a problem. To go further 
and unnecessarily broaden the reach 
of a statute regulating speech could 
serve no useful purpose and would fur
ther subject the statute to constitu
tional questions. 

0 1315 
Before closing, Mr. Speaker, I would 

like to extend my thanks to the rank
ing minority member of our subcom
mittee, the gentleman from Illinois, 
Mr. MCCLORY. He and I have sat 
through numerous hearings on this 
matter of H.R. 4 and its predecessors, 
both in the Intelligence Committee 
and in the Judiciary Committee. We 
have always agreed that there should 
be legislation, even though we may 
have disagreed from time to time on 
some of the details. But Mr. McCLoRY 

' 
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has brought to the deliberations on 
this bill the dedication, the intelli
gence and the courtesy which has 
always characterized his service, and 
as our chairman has said, he will soon 
be leaving us and we are sorry to see 
him go. We will certainly miss him on 
the Intelligence Committee. · 

I would also like to pay tribute at 
this time to our late colleague, John 
Ashbrook. While John and I also did 
not always agree, we served together 
from the very first day I walked into 
the Congress. We were first together 
as colleagues on the Education and 
Labor Committee, and then on the Ju
diciary Committee and on the Intelli
gence Committee. John was a fine 
person, a fine Representative, a very 
effective member of all the commit
tees on which he sat, and he will be 
missed. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge support of the 
conference report. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speak
er, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MAZZOLI. If the chairman has 
time to permit me to yield, I will yield 
to the gentleman from Florida. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. I thank the 
gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I appreciate the work 
that the gentleman did as chairman of 
the subcommittee to get this bill to 
the point that it is today. I appreciate 
the comments that he had to make 
today about the statement on the part 
of the managers. There are some of us 
who are concerned that this statement 
was an effort to water down or dilute 
the effectiveness of the legislation 
that we consider. 

Could the gentleman state categori
cally that that is not the case, and 
that that is not the intent? 

Mr. MAZZOLI. If the gentleman will 
yield, I would be very happy to answer 
the gentleman categorically and 
strongly that there was no intention 
on the part of the managers in writing 
this language to water down the bill 
which was passed in the House of Rep
resentatives which bore, as we men
tioned earlier, the imprimatur of the 
gentleman from Ohio, Mr. Ashbrook. 
It is only to identify those areas for 
the future counsel of prosecutors and 
jurists who will have some responsibil
ity for interpreting the provisions that 
we pass. The effort of the mangers
and I have always appreciated the sup
port of the gentleman from Florida-is 
to protect the people who serve this 
Nation in undercover capacities in 
dealing with our national intelligence 
from the reprehensible and thorough
ly disgusting activities of identifying 
these people, subjecting them to harm 
or in effect to ruin their ability to per
form for this Government, which has 
triggered this bill, H.R. 4. The state
ment of the managers is only to give 
guidance in the prosecution of those 
people, and hopefully to be sure that 
the challenge which probably it will 

receive on its constitutional basis will 
be survived. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. So the gen
tleman assures us that the legislation 
itself is every bit as effective and as 
strong as we expected it to be and in
tended it to be when the House passed 
it in the first place. 

Mr. MAZZOLI. I can assure the gen
tleman of that. And I would not have 
signed as a manager on the part of the 
House were I to have felt that in any 
part of this we have watered down or 
made impotent the stretch and reach 
and effectiveness of H.R. 4. There has 
never been any disagreement about 
proscribing what the statement de
scribes as naming names. The only dis
pute was on the elements of proof re
quired by the intent or reason to be
lieve standards. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. I thank the 
gentleman for yielding to me. 

Mr. MAZZOLI. I thank the gentle
man. 

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MAZZOLI. I yield to the distin
guished chairman. 

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Speaker, in his 
interpretation of what the statement 
of the managers on the part of the 
House signifies with reference to wa
tering down the bill itself, I would 
agree with the explanations given by 
the distinguished chairman of the 
Subcommittee on Legislation in re
sponse to the Member from Florida, 
Mr. YOUNG. 

Mr. MAZZOLI. I thank the chair
man. 

Mr. McCLORY. Mr. Speaker, I want 
to express appreciation for the re
marks of my colleague from Kentucky, 
the chairman of the Subcommittee on 
Legislation. This legislation which 
emanated from the subcommittee 
under the gentleman's able leadership, 
is extremely important, it seems to me, 
for it significantly enhances effective
ness of our various intelligence agen
cies. 

Mr. Speaker, I now yield 3 minutes 
to the gentleman from Virginia, Mr. 
ROBINSON, the ranking member of the 
Select Committee on Intelligence. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
to commend my colleagues on the 
House Permanent Select Committee 
on Intelligence for a job well done. 
This bill to protect our intelligence 
personnel is long overdue. It is on the 
verge of becoming law because of the 
hard work of a number of our col
leagues. The chairman of the House 
Intelligence Committee, the gentle
man from Massachusetts <Mr. 
BOLAND), the chairman of the Subcom
mittee on Legislation, the gentleman 
from Kentucky <Mr. MAZZOLI), and the 
ranking minority member of the sub
committee, the gentleman from Illi
nois <Mr. McCLORY), put in long hours 
and hard work to reach the goal we 
have achieved today. 

But, in a number of important ways, 
this bill is a tribute to our late col
league, John Ashbrook, of Ohio. It was 
Congressman Ashbrook's amendment 
that strengthened the bill by replacing 
the intent provision with · a "reason to 
believe" standard. Now anyone who in
tentionally identifies and exposes 
covert agents with reason to believe 
that it would impair or impede foreign 
intelligence activities would be covered 
by this bill. Mr. Ashbrook's amend
ment was passed by this House by a 
vote of 226 to 181. The bill with the 
Ashbrook amendment was passed by a 
vote of 354 to 56. 

In addition, John Ashbrook and our 
colleague from Florida <Mr. YOUNG) 
succeeded during the discussions, 
while the bill was being drafted, in in
cluding FBI informants in the foreign 
counterintelligence and counterterror
ism programs. Mr. YOUNG was mainly 
responsible for keeping that provision 
in the bill during the various phases of 
rewrite and redrafting. This means 
that all of those people who aid the 
FBI in its work of protecting our coun
try against hostile intelligence services 
and those who act on their behalf, are 
protected by this bill, if their identi
ties are classified. 

I urge my colleagues to again pro
vide an overwhelming vote for this im
portant and. long delayed legislation. 

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Speaker, I yield 6 
minutes to the distinguished gentle
man from California <Mr. EDWARDS) 
who was a conferee from the Commit
tee on the Judiciary. 

Mr. EDWARDS of California. Mr. 
Speaker, the debate on this legislation 
has now extended over two Congress
es. Throughout that process, I have 
supported the effort to punish those 
who would abuse their positions of 
trust to the detriment of the lives and 
safety of our intelligence agents over
seas as well as U.S. national security 
interests. But this bill, however well
intentioned in its effort to prevent ex
posure of our covert agents, goes far 
beyond that goal to trample on first 
amendment freedoms. For the first 
time in American history, the publica
tion of information obtained lawfully 
from publicly available sources would 
be made criminal. 

I will not take the time of this body 
to repeat my objections at length 
here-they appear in my earlier state
ment when this bill was considered on 
the floor last September. I also joined 
in the dissenting views of a number of 
members of the House Judiciary Com
mittee when that committee consid
ered and reported similar legislation 2 
years ago. <See House Report 96-1219, 
part 2, pages 12-18). 

Let me just say that the changes 
that have been made in the bill be
tween then and now do not lessen my 
concern. I believe that no amount of 
tinkering-either with the statutory 
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language itself or with the report-can 
render this bill constitutional as long 
as it seeks to criminalize publication of 
unclassified information or informa
tion already in the public domain. 

Of course, I recognize and applaud 
the efforts of the House Intelligence 
Committee to narrow the scope of the 
bill. Those efforts, nevertheless, were 
rejected by the House of Representa
tives as were similar efforts by the ap
propriate committee in the other 
body. I also recognize the efforts of 
the conferees, led by the distinguished 
chairman of the House Intelligence 
Committee, to draft report language 
which would make it clear that this 
new statutory language adopted on 
the floor over the objections of the In
telligence Committee was not intended 
to broaden the coverage of the bill, 
but only to change the Justice Depart
ment's burden of proof. But no matter 
how well-intentioned this effort, it is 
doomed to failure by language of the 
bill itself. 

The fundamental flaw in this legisla
tion is simply this: It seeks to punish 
private citizens for publishing avail
able information. Strip away all the 
elements of proof that are required; 
strip away all the careful drafting and 
cautious report language, and we are 
left with the simple fact that this bill 
attempts to do the undoable. It at
tempts to tell private individuals that 
they will be subject to criminal penal
ties for printing, publishing, repeating, 
speaking, or otherwise disclosing inf or
mation that is not classified and has 
been obtained totally by lawful means. 
In the final analysis, it is the mere 
fact of publication which makes their 
action punishable. And in the final 
analysis, it is this fact that will cause 
this statute to fall before the require
ments of the first amendment. 

What disturbs me the most about 
this legislation is that it is not an iso
lated case. It is, I believe, part of a new 
climate of Government conduct, to op
erate in greater secrecy, to withhold 
more information from the public, and 
to punish those who attempt, however 
lawfully, to pierce this veil of secrecy. 

For example, the administration has 
promulgated a new executive order ex
panding the powers of the CIA to spy 
on Americans both in this country and 
abroad and to mount covert operations 
inside the United States. Through yet 
another executive order, it has put in 
place a massive expansion of the secu
rity classification system which en
shrouds the uses of these new intelli
gence powers in permanent secrecy. 

At the same time, the administration 
is pressing Congress to eliminate key 
sections of the Freedom of Inf orma
tion Act, and CIA officials have urged 
private scientists to submit sensitive 
research plans to the Government for 
"preclearance" so that the fruits of 
their research can be classified and 
kept secret from "our foreign adver-

saries." These efforts have all been un
dertaken in the name of national secu
rity. But it is in this particular con
text-when it is armed with the crimi
nal law-that national security pre
sents its gravest threat to the first 
amendment. For this reason it has 
never been a crime simply to publish 
classified information relating to the 
national defense. Since 1917, the espio
nage laws have applied only to situa
tions in which such information is se
cretly passed to a foreign government 
for the specific purpose of injuring the 
United States. Even during both world 
wars, Congress declined to make it a 
crime to publish national defense in
formation on the ground that to do so, 
no matter how compelling the security 
argument might be in any particular 
case, would undermine the first 
amendment. 

This legislation breaks with that tra
dition. It is the first of the administra
tion's initiatives to stifle public discus
sion of national security issues to 
move through the legislative process. 
Let it be the last. We must reject all 
legislation and we must oppose every 
executive branch effort which curtails 
liberty in the name of national securi
ty and stands in opposition to the 
basic principles of the Constitution 
and the Bill of Rights. For, ultimately, 
it is the respect and protection we 
afford free speech that distinguishes 
us from the nations within which the 
CIA secretly operates. If a free society 
is sacrificed for a better intelligence 
system, we have compromised our very 
goal. 

[From the New York Times, Mar. 4, 19821 
THE SPY BILL WRAPPED IN THE FLAG 

The closer the Senate gets to voting on 
the "Intelligence Identities Protection Act," 
the clearer it becomes that this bill danger
ously exceeds its announced purpose. It was 
prompted by former agents who break their 
oaths and expose American secret agents in 
risky intelligence work. But Congressional 
anger soon spread to individuals who never 
worked for the Government but engage in 
similar exposures using publicly available 
information. And that, in turn, has raised 
concern about the possible use of the act 
against news organizations. 

If there was any doubt that the act ex
tends that far, it has now been put to rest. 
Senator John Chafee, a chief sponsor, has 
clarified the bill's threat to conventional 
journalism-and public discussion generally. 

Asked whether a prosecutor could use the 
bill against reporters and news organiza
tions for exposing crimes and abuses by 
agents and informants, the Senator had this 
reply: "I'm not sure that The New York 
Times or The Washington Post has the 
right to expose names of agents any more 
than Mr. Wolf or l\'Ir. Agee," two of the 
bill's main targets ... They'll just have to be 
careful about exoosing the names of 
agents." 

Senator Chafee makes the bill's danger 
explicit without seeming to understand its 
cost to public discussion of security issues. 
Perhaps inadvertently, he makes the case 
for trimming back this inflated piece of leg
islation. No assurances that the law would 
be carefully administered can suffice when 

the warning to reporters is: be careful about 
getting the Government mad. 

Unfortunately, to cite a case in The 
Times's experience, being careful doesn't 
help decide how to deal with former spies 
like Edwin Wilson and Frank Terpil. The 
Times put together-carefully-stories 
about how the former agents trained terror
ists abroad and engaged in suspicious weap
ons and technology deals. The stories raised 
questions about the former spies' connec
tions to the Central Intelligence Agency, 
whether real or feigned. 

At a minimum, these foreign adventures 
challenged the country's ability to avoid em
barrassment by once trusted employees. 
The stories brought about other investiga
tions, by Congress and the C.I.A. itself. 

But it doesn't seem to matter how much 
care went into those stories. It doesn't 
matter how much they have been supported 
by official investigations. None of that 
would protect the paper against a wrathful 
prosecutor armed with the pending bill. 

The Senate should restrict it to the pun
ishment of people like Philip Agee, the 
former spy who first specialized in agent ex
posure. Congress cannot reach private citi
zens like Louis Wolf, publisher of the 
Covert Action Information Bulletin, with
out chilling other, more precious journalism 
and debate. In no case can the Senate re
sponsibly follow the House's reckless exam
ple and make it a crime to identify an agent 
without even requiring proof of criminal 
intent. 

Until now, the Reagan Administration has 
managed to wrap this bill in the flag. That 
conceals its danger to liberty-and to the 
public knowlege on which true national se
curity rests. There is a difference between 
patriotism and chauvinism. Senators Biden, 
Bradley, Leahy, Specter and Quayle have 
been in the forefront of those who have ex
posed at least some of the bill's excesses. 
The entire Senate needs equal courage and 
wisdom. 

[From the New York Times, Mar. 22, 19821 
THE RIGHT To NAME NAMES 

"Congress shall make no law,'' says the 
First Amendment, "abridging the freedom 
of speech or of the press." But an angry, 
flag-waving Congress is making it a crime to 
print names the Government doesn't want 
published, even when they are derived from 
public sources. Last week the Senate re
fused to be outdone by the House in making 
the Intelligence Identities Protection Act of
fensive to the Bill of Rights. 

We understand, indeed share, much of the 
anger. It is engendered by Philip Agee, a 
former C.I.A. agent, and Louis Wolf, an ally 
who never worked for the Government. 
They have published lists of covert agents 
in efforts to hobble Amercan intelligence. 
They claim a journalistic mission but their 
listings, about as journalistic as a phone 
book, expose the nation's undercover agents 
with little regard for possible illegalities. 

Some response to such irresponsibility was 
warranted. Congress properly set out to de
clare it a crime for Mr. Agee to misuse infor
mation acquired in his work for the Govern
ment. But despite warnings that it would be 
constitutionally impossible to prohibit the 
activities of Mr. Wolf, a private citizen, the 
House tried anyway last fall and the Senate 
has now followed suit. 

The results are bills that would remedy ir
responsibility of one sort with irresponsibil
ity of another. Any legislation aimed at Mr. 
Wolf was fraught with danger for all jour-
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nalists, but the Senate and House rejected 
measures that were at least arguably closer 
to constitutional standards. They refused to 
require strict proof of deliberate intent to 
impair or impede American intelligence 
through exposure of agents' identities. 
Without that, they leave no room for impor
tant journalism that necessarily names 
names. 

The C.l.A. held out for an easier burden 
for prosecutors, proof only of a "reason to 
believe" the exposure would harm intelli
gence. The Reagan Administration went so 
far as to make this relaxed rule a test of loy
alty; fearing that they would be called soft, 
many senators melted. 

"Reason to believe" that a published fact 
will somehow damage Government is too 
easily charged. It amounts to saying a re
porter should have known that some official 
would think an article harmful, as some of
ficial always does. It's a standard better 
suited to negligence cases than criminal law. 
Indeed, Senator Chafee of Rhode Island, a 
leading advocate of reason-to-believe for 
news organizations, persuaded the Senate 
last year that reason-to-know was too tough 
a test in prosecuting corporate officials for 
tolerating bribery abroad. 

What happens when Congress thus ig
nores the Constitution? Courageous mem
bers will continue to fight the issue in 
House-Senate conference. Resourceful jour
nalists will maintain their vigilance against 
official secrecy. Government can forbear 
and use its illegitimate power sparingly. All 
should hope the courts will wipe the law 
from the books. 

CFrom the Washington Post, Mar. 3, 19821 
PROTECTING INTELLIGENCE AGENTS 

The Senate has begun consideration of a 
bill that would outlaw the activity of a small 
band of individuals determined to destroy 
America's foreign intelligence apparatus by 
revealing the names of covert intelligence 
agents. The practice, associated with author 
and former CIA officer Philip Agee, has al
ready been cited as leading to the murder of 
the CIA station chief in Athens in 1975 and 
to an assassination attempt on the life of 
another American official in Kingston, Ja
maica, in 1980. Mr. Agee has revealed the 
names of 1,000 alleged CIA officers, and a 
newsletter, Covert Action Information Bul
letin, edited by Louis Wolf, has printed 
2,000. Legislation to inhibit such practices is 
not a bad idea as such. 

Prosecuting private citizens for publica
tion of any material has constitutional im
plications, however, and special care must 
be taken to delineate the conduct Congress 
wants to inhibit while protecting legitimate 
activities where no intent to disrupt intelli
gence activities exists. Readers will note 
that this newspaper, like all others, has a 
strong interest in preserving broad latitude 
in reporting foreign affairs. 

The best way to ensure that the real cul
prits are reached by the law while others 
are protected is to require the government 
to meet a standard of proof that includes 
"intent to impair or impede the foreign in
telligence activities of the United States." 
This is the language of the bill that was re
ported by the Senate Judiciary Committee 
last fall and that is now being considered by 
the full Senate. It is expected, however, 
that an amendment will be offered that 
would substitute for the intent standard a 
simple requirement that the accused simply 
"had reason to believe" such a result would 
occur. This amendment is identical to one 
that was adopted on the House floor when 

that body passed the bill last September. It 
is the version preferred by the administra
tion, though Richard Willard, the attorney 
general's counsel for intelligence policy, has 
stated that either version of the bill is ac
ceptable so long as some bill is enacted with
out further delay. 

The requirement that intent be proven in 
criminal cases is an essential element of 
Anglo-Saxon jurisprudence. It is especially 
important that it be preserved in this in
stance because a lesser standard may inhibit 
the exercise of legitimate First Amendment 
rights by those having absolutely no desire 
to cripple our intelligence services. 

[From the Louisville Times, Feb. 26, 1982] 
SENATE VERSION OF SPY DISCLOSURE Is 

BEST-IT MUST NOT ADOPT OPPRESSIVE 
HOUSE VERSION, WHICH GOES Too FAR 
Congress appears determined to pass a 

new law this year that will make it a crime 
for citizens to disclose the identity of Ameri
can intelligence agents, even when the in
formation comes from public or unclassified 
sources. 

The object is to crack down on a few anti
CIA zealots who maliciously publish agents' 
names and whose dirty work has had tragic 
results. 

While Congress is justly angry about such 
disclosures, its remedy could do more to 
deny the public legitimate information 
about the government than to protect U.S. 
spies. 

Since there's little doubt that a "names of 
agents" law will be passed, however, the 
issue is which of two versions the lawmakers 
will adopt. A crucial choice is expected early 
next week in the Senate. 

Unfortunately, the House has already 
passed a bill that would discourage public 
scrutiny of spy agencies and is surely uncon
stitutional. 

A far better version being considered by 
the Senate could deal with the problem that 
concerns Congress without insulating the 
the CIA from legitimate inquiry. It deserves 
the support of Senators Ford and Huddle
ston. 

No one seriously objects to portions of the 
bill that would punish former agents who 
deliberately disclose secrets and betray erst
while colleagues. 

But there are important differences in the 
provisions that apply to the rest of us
Americans who do not have classified infor
mation, but do have an interest in finding 
out whether intelligence agencies operate 
within the law. 

The House went seriously astray when it 
decided that a person could be guilty of a 
·crime if he disclosed an agent's identity 
with reason to believe that intelligence ac
tivities would be impaired. A reporter or 
other citizen who exposes CIA abuses could 
go to jail under that standard. 

That's why it's imperative that the Senate 
insist on the version which requires the gov
ernment to prove a person acted with intent 
to damage intelligence activities. 

This language would apply to those whose 
sole purpose is to impair intelligence but 
not, most observers agree, to publication of 
legitimate information. 

Moreover, the "intent" version is accepta
ble to the CIA. If there must be a law, this 
one does what Congress wants in the least 
offensive manner. 

[From the Pittsburgh Post-Gazette, Sept. 
28, 1981] 

AN UNSOUND SPY LA w 
Like other human beings, journalists are 

sometimes tempted to exaggerate the dan
gers to society of measures that might limit 
their freedom of operation. So there is un
doubtedly some hyperbole in dire predic
tions that investigative journalism will be 
fatally crippled by a bill in Congress that 
would punish the publication of CIA agents' 
names. It will take more than one clumsily 
drafted <or even unconstitutional> law to 
prevent journalists from investigating 
abuses by any government agency, the CIA 
included. 

Still, that is no argument for the enact
ment of a bill that might needlessly inter
fere with journalistic investigation of the 
sort of illegal CIA spying on Americans that 
the agency would like to have the nation 
forget. And a bill passed last week by the 
House fits just that sorry description. 

Designed to deal with the identification of 
CIA agents by agency renegades like Philip 
Agee, the bill as it emerged from the House 
Intelligence Committee would have made it 
a crime to identify intelligence agents only 
if the person making the revelation did so 
with the "intent to impair or impede the 
foreign intelligence activities of the United 
States." That careful language obviously 
was designed to deal with the discrete prob
lem that prompted legislation in this area in 
the first place-the deplorable campaign by 
avowed opponents of U.S. foreign policy to 
cripple the CIA abroad. 

Unfortunately, on the House floor, con
servative Republican Rep. John Ashbrook 
succeeded in having that qualifying lan
guage stricken and replaced with a less pre
cise provision making persons criminally 
liable if they "had reason to believe" that 
disclosure of an agent's name would harm 
the national interest. 

The difference between the two formulas 
might seem a matter for legal hairsplitters. 
But the Ashbrook language, endorsed, by 
the Reagan administration could be used 
against not only the Philip Agees of the 
world but also journalists who happened on 
CIA activities directed <illegally) against 
American citizens or in contravention of 
presidential or congressional directives. 

Depressingly, similarly broad language 
has been adopted by framers of a Senate 
version of the spy bill. That makes it unlike
ly that a conference committee will take 
the-admittedly speculative-fears of jour
nalists into account when writing a compro
mise measure. But those senators and repre
sentatives who believe that seemingly fine 
distinctions can be important should press 
for a defeat of the broader bill in the respec
tive chambers. 

CFrom the Chicago Tribune, Oct. 27, 19811 
... AND LIMITING A DANGEROUS BILL 

The U.S. Senate is about to consider a bill 
that could have a serious impact on the 
ability of Americans to discuss the govern
ment's intelligence activities. It makes it a 
crime, under certain circumstances, to di
vulge the name of a secret U.S. intelligence 
agent. 

The goal-to protect agents abroad from 
the kind of campaign of disclosure that has 
been mounted by ex-CIA agent Philip 
Agee-cannot be faulted. But when the 
House of Representatives got its hands on 
this idea, it pushed it well beyond the Agee 
situation and passed a bill that puts at his 
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peril anybody who for any reason decides 
even to talk about the subject. 

One particularly dangerous feature of the 
bill passed by the House does not yet appear 
in the Senate version that cleared commit
tee and is heading for a floor vote. The 
House version requires that prosecutors 
only show that a person accused of violating 
the law had "reason to believe" the disclo
sure would "impair or impede" the work of 
U.S. intelligence agencies. 

This language, written into the bill at the 
last minute, renders the motivation of the 
disclosure irrelevant, putting the university 
president concerned about having intelli
gence agents on his faculty or the journalist 
reporting the misdeeds of a rogue operative 
on the same footing as the notorious Agee. 
And it strikes so deeply into the ordinary 
fabric of expression-forbidding all discus
sion of a matter that certainly can be of le
gitimate interest to the public and even for
bidding discussion motivated by a reasona
ble concern that one's employes have undi
vided loyalties-that it makes what is a 
questionable law to begin with almost cer
tainly unconstitutional. 

The CIA has said that it does not object 
to the Senate version, which would require 
prosecutors to prove an intention to do 
damage to intelligence activities before they 
could get a conviction. There is no reason to 
push any further this troubling law-which 
would punish disclosures even if the infor
mation is gleaned from purely public source 
material. 

Undoubtedly there will be a move on the 
Senate floor to amend the bill to conform to 
the House's foolish version; if the bill itself 
cannot be voted down, at least this amend
ment must be defeated. 

CFrom the New York Times, Nov. 2, 19811 
SHOWING OFF OF SECRET AGENTS 

Should Congress decree that information 
in the public domain may not be publicly re
peated? The very idea represents a radical 
departure from the American tradition of 
free speech and press. Yet Congress is seri
ously considering a bill to make publishing 
names of covert intelligence agents, even on 
the basis of publicly available knowledge, a 
crime. The House passed such a measure 
last month and a similar bill, almost as ob
jectionable, awaits a vote by the Senate. 
The Senate should bring Congress to its 
senses and reject this proposal. 

Government is free to keep its secrets-in 
ways that do not offend the First Amend
ment. It may swear employees in sensitive 
jobs to secrecy and it may punish violations 
of their oaths. But to pass a law that de
clares non-secrets off limits is to abridge the 
freedom of speech and press. Congress may 
not do that. 

The legislation has strayed from an earli
er, more reasonable course. Congress was 
rightly angry that Philip Agee, a former 
C.I.A. agent, misused inside information 
when he published lists of secret American 
agents for the avowed purpose of destroying 
their effectiveness. Present and former 
agents may not violate their secrecy oaths 
even in pursuit of their First Amendment 
rights. 

But then the bill's drafters went further, 
provoked by the antics of Louis Wolf, who 
never worked for the Government and was 
never entrusted with its secrets. Working 
from public documents, he has compiled 
and published similar lists of supposed 
agents. 

However reprehensible such activity may 
be, it is simply unconstitutional to try to 

punish outsiders for trying to figure out, 
talk about and write about those secrets. It 
is also unwise, for it could reach more con
ventional reporting, which often must and 
should say things that Government doesn't 
want said. 

Even more dangerous is the loose stand
ard of proof in the House version. A pros
ecutor could bring a charge, and a jury 
could convict, if the evidence merely showed 
that the publisher had "reason to believe" 
the disclosure would hurt U.S. intelligence. 
That is, whatever his state of mind, the de
fendant should have known better. At least 
the pending Senate bill requires evidence 
that the accused fully intended to impair or 
impede American intelligence by the very 
act of disclosing a secret name. 

The . Reagan Administration wants the 
looser version but doesn't need it. William 
Casey, the C.I.A. chief, wrote Congress last 
spring that either version would meet the 
Government's needs. Congress has every 
reason to believe that both versions are un
constitutional, so a Senate vote this week 
for either amounts to posturing, showing 
off a reckless patriotism. And there is no 
excuse at all for choosing the more offen
sive version. 

[From the New York Times, Sept. 26, 19811 
A DUMB DEFENSE OF INTELLIGENCE 

The House of Representatives voted the 
other day to prohibit the identification of 
present and former American intelligence 
agents, even if the knowledge is gained from 
public sources. Fortunately this legislative 
folly is forbidden by the Constitution, 
which says Congress shall make no law 
abridging free speech and press. Unfortu
nately for freedom-and national security
such a law could inhibit a lot of worthy 
speech before the courts administer the 
final constitutional rites. 

It's a case of blind zeal and misdirected 
anger. Understandably incensed by a few in
dividuals who specialize in blowing the cover 
of secret operatives abroad, the House 
would indiscriminately suppress reporting 
that exposes intelligence abuses and stirs 
reform. Perhaps it will still be rescued by a 
clear-eyed Senate Judiciary Committee. 

Congress's anger was first drawn by Philip 
Agee, a former C.I.A. agent who practiced a 
crude and brutal form of politics. Applying 
his knowledge of spying, he tried to destroy 
covert operations by figuring out which 
Americans were stationed abroad under 
false cover and publishing their names. 
Louis Wolf, a writer who never served in 
Government, does the same thing, appar
ently without the benefit of inside informa
tion. 

"The Philip Agees of this world" are said 
to be the targets of this reckless legislation 
and Mr. Agee, at least, has had few defend
ers. He has obviously violated his oaths and 
obligations to protect intelligence secrets 
gained on the job. But outlawing what Louis 
Wolf does strikes at every reporter and 
scholar who would publish facts that Gov
ernment prefers to keep concealed. 

Constitutional freedoms aside, such a pro
hibition is profoundly unwise. Most report
ing, even in embarrassing terrain, advances 
American interests. In recent weeks, for ex
ample, this newspaper has published numer
ous articles about the shady activities of two 
former American spies, Edwin Wilson and 
Francis Terpil. This ambiguous ties to the 
C.I.A. and their dealings with terrorists 
have damaged the United States and fos
tered violence abroad. Names are indispen
sable in such stories. 

The House bill is so loosely drawn that a 
prosecutor more interested in secrecy than 
reform could well consider The Time's sto
ries illegal. Never mind that they have in
spired official soul-searching and a neces
sary Senate inquiry. 

The danger within the danger is this bill's 
standard of legal proof. It would ask a Jury 
to decide whether a publisher had "reason 
to believe" that disclosing an agent's identi
ty would damage national security; in other 
words, the mere assertion by a protective 
Government that it might suffer damage 
would become evidence of a crime of speech. 
The House refused to settle for a more ra
tional standard, requiring proof of "intent 
to impair or impede" the nation's foreign in
telligence. Not even the Director of Central 
Intelligence, William Casey, wanted to go 
beyond that. 

National security is not synonymous with 
secrecy at all costs. Prudent safeguards 
against the irresponsible do not require a 
sacrifice of constitutional liberties. Members 
of Congress are paid to know the difference. 

CFrom the Christian Science Monitor, Sept. 
29, 1981) 

Throughout United States history there 
has always been an uneasy tension between 
those persons who have sought to protect 
national security and state secrets and civil 
libertarians who favored maximum freedom 
of speech and the abosolute accountability 
of public officials. Sometimes -the tension 
has equalized itself out. All too often, how
ever, there have been periods of excess 
when the hand of authority was used to 
stifle dissent, as in the case of the Wilson 
administration during World War I when it 
vigorously sought to jail "subversives" and 
Congress enacted the Espionage and Sedi
tion acts. 

While the present period obviously repre
sents nothing like the drama of those years, 
there is a certain mood in the land which, 
unless carefully controlled, could invite a 
return to the kind of secrecy and lack of ac
countability that ofter marked government 
before the Watergate-era reforms of the 
mid-1970s. Efforts are currently underway 
to so shroud U.S. intelligence agencies in a 
privileged shield of secrecy as to make such 
agencies virtually unanswerable to the in
quiries of a free press or a critical public. 
Two recent manifestations of this trend are 
noteworthy: 

1. The House last week enacted a measure 
that would make it a crime for private citi
zens to disclose the identity of a U.S. intelli-

. gence agent, even if the information came 
from public sources. Lawmakers have 
sought such a measure for the past five 
years after a CIA station chief in Athens 
was assassinated following publication of his 
name. 

2. CIA chief William Casey is urging Con
gress to exempt national intelligence agen
cies from the Freedom of Information Act, 
which allows private citizens <including 
Journalists> the right to petition govern
ment agencies for nonclassified information. 

Admittedly there is something to be said 
on behalf of both moves. Identitying names 
of secret agents is reprehensible. The press, 
for its part, must exercise the highest 
degree of responsibility and professionalism 
in national security matters. 

What is worrisome, however, is that the 
way the house bill has been drafted could 
prevent the disclosure of abuses by intelli
gence agencies. The measure says that a 
person, including a journalist, would be 
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criminally liable if he or she had "reason to 
believe" that disclosure of the agent's iden
tity would harm national security interests. 
This was a change from a more restrictive 
House Intelligence Committee version that 
said criminal liability would result if the 
person doing the disclosing had specific 
"intent to impair or impede the foreign in
telligence activities of the United States." 

The Senate should reject the House 
phrasing and adopt the stricter-intent re
quirement. The fact is that in recent years 
there have been disclosures of a number of 
cases where federal officials and intelligence 
officials have misused their authority and 
violated the law. Would the public be better 
served for not having had the abuses come 
to light, or even letting the pesons involved 
continue in their wrongdoing? the House 
bill invites coverups based on "national se
curity" allegations. 

As for totally excluding the CIA and other 
intelligence agencies from the Freedom of 
Information Act, such a step would be inju
rious to the public. The Freedom of Infor
mation Act already excludes the release of a 
broad range of classified information. To 
exempt a spy agency entirely from any 
measure of accountability is to make that 
agency in a sense the master of the public. 

For lawmakers and the Reagan adminis
tration, the delicately balanced goal must be 
to protect US agents and spy agencies-as 
well as the public and nation they are called 
upon to serve. 

[From the Boston Globe, Sept. 29, 19811 
The overwhelming House approval of 

sweeping legislation making it a crime to 
disclose the names of US intelligence agents 
poses a threat to the workings of the press 
and could limit the opportunity of Ameri
cans to learn about the doings of their own 
government. 

So-called "names of agents" bills have 
been a staple of the legislative diet in Wash
ington for five years. The primary target of 
all of the bills has been one man, former 
CIA agent, Philip Agee, who has made a 
career of ferreting out and exposing the 
names of clandestine US agents abroad. 

The object of Agee's work is to undermine 
US intelligence efforts and he does not have 
and should not have any political support. 
Thus, there is no opposition to proviSions of 
the bill enacted by the House which would 
make it a crime for persons with access to 
classified information to make public the 
names of agents. 

The issue has always been how to treat 
the disclosure of agents' names by persons 
never with the intelligence community; that 
is, by reporters and scholars. Years have 
been spent trying to draft the narrowest 
possible language. 

The House Intelligence Committee, led by 
Rep. Edward Boland <D-Mass.>. ultimately 
agreed on careful wording that made it a 
crime for those without direct access to clas
sified information to name agents only if 
they disclosed identities with the specific 
"intent to impair or impede the foreign in
telligence activities of the United States." 

This wording would not have prevented a 
reporter or scholar from reporting the ac
tivities of intelligence agents in a foreign 
country if the intent was to report on the 
activities of the American government-that 
is, to inform the American public about ac
tions being taken in their behalf-not more 
narrowly with the specific purpose of under
mining the work of those agents. 

On the House floor, however, that word
ing was stricken and new language inserted. 

It allows for the criminal prosecution of per
sons who report the names of agents if they 
"had reason to believe" it would harm na
tional security interests. That language is so 
broad that it ignores the motivation of the 
writer involved. It could well chill efforts, 
whether by scholars or journalists, to un
derstand and publish accounts of American 
intelligence activities, including activities 
that would be abhorrent to the vast majori
ty of Americans if revealed. 

The next move is up to the Senate Judici
ary Committee where there is certain to be 
a close vote on the precise language involv
ing those, without direct access to classified 
information, who reveal the names of intel
ligence agents. The active involvement of 
Sen. Edward Kennedy particularly could be 
the key to approval of a reasonable bill that 
seeks to prevent the sabotaging of bona fide 
intelligence efforts without undermining 
First Amendment rights. 

[From the Washington Post, Oct. 27, 19811 
NAMING AGENTS 

Congress is intent upon ending the prac
tice of a few spoilers' exposing the names of 
the United States' secret intelligence agents. 
This is a worthy purpose, but it gives rise to 
a troubling complication. The two main leg
islative proposals offered to punish namers 
of names would penalize publication, includ
ing in some instances publication of unclas
sified information available in the public 
domain, and thus both of the proposals 
would cut into the integrity of the First 
Amendment. One of the proposals, however, 
would cut a good deal less than the other. It 
·is important that Congress recognize this 
difference as the crucial stage of Senate 
floor action draws near. 

The House last month passed a bill that 
would criminalize publication of an agent's 
name merely, if there was "reason to be
lieve" publication would impair foreign in
telligence activities. This is dangerous legis
lation. It is not at an difficult to see how 
language of that sweep and looseness could 
be applied to journalists or others who 
brought news of American intelligence to 
light. Journalists regularly publish informa
tion that they suspect will have a negative 
impact. The First Amendment assures them 
their right to do so. 

The Senate Judiciary Committee has 
since voted out, 9 to 8, a more acceptable 
bill. It opens namers of names to prosecu
tion only if they acted with an "intent to 
impair or impede" intelligence activities. 
Such an intent-the traditional criminal 
test-would hardly be a part of most jour
nalism. Meanwhile, the administration sup
ports an effort to adopt the House bill on 
the Senate floor. 

Supporters suggest that only the House 
bill would adequately protect the country's 
secret agents. But this contention is far 
overdrawn. Either bill in Congress would 
supply a legal sanction to move against the 
Philip Agees, the unprincipled people who 
have made a practice of blowing the cover 
of American agents in order to disable the 
CIA. Even the Reagan Justice Department 
now accepts that there is no potential Philip 
Agee beyond the prosecutorial reach of the 
Senate bill; that legislation is, a department 
official says, "enforceable and constitution
al." 

But where the House bill bites deeply into 
the First Amendment, the bill reported out 
of Senate Judiciary bites less severely. The 
House measure targets not only the Philip 
Agees but, potentially, also legitimate jour
nalists. The Senate Judiciary bill strikes 

just at the Philip Agees. That is the reason 
why, of the two, we believe the Senate judi
ciary bill deserves to be carried on the floor. 
But we trust that senators will note, at least 
in passing, that both infringe, to one degree 
or the other, a constitutional right. 

[From the Indianapolis News, Oct. 12, 19811 
SAVING FREEDOM Two WAYS 

The Reagan administration appears to be 
passing up a good opportunity to take a 
stand on behalf of freedom of the press and 
still establish firmer protection for U.S. in
telligence operations. 

The issue is a law to make it a crime to 
identify undercover U.S. intelligence agents. 
The House of Representatives, with the sup
port of the Reagan administration, has ap
proved a sweeping version of legislation to 
make it illegal to identify agents. The 
Senate Judiciary Committee, on the other 
hand, has approved similar legislation, but 
with a provision designed to protect free
dom of the press. 

The difference between the two bills ap
pears on an ordinary reading to be a matter 
of splitting hairs. The House bill would 
make it a crime for anyone to identify an 
agent or informer "in the course of a pat
tern of activities .intended to identify and 
expose covert agents and with reason to be
lieve that such activities would impair or 
impede" foreign intelligence operations. 
The proposal approved by the Senate Judi
ciary Committee would make exposure ille
gal when it is done "with the intent to 
impair or impede" foreign intelligence ac
tivities "by the fact of such identification or 
exposure." 

Sen. Joseph R. Biden, Jr., D-Delaware, of
fered this amended version of the legisla
tion to avoid putting a damper on legitimate 
investigative reporting. A reporter could be 
prosecuted, for example, for uncovering and 
naming a Soviet spy in the CIA or for 
naming former CIA operatives engaged in 
narcotics smuggling. 

A Reagan Justice Department official, 
Richard K. Willard, acknowledged before 
the Senate Judiciary Committee that the 
House legislation could be used to thwart 
ordinary news media reporting, but he said 
it probably would not be used that way in 
practice. 

That's nice. The Reagan administration, 
we keep hearing, is made up of pretty nice 
guys who mean no harm to anyone. But the 
Reagan administration will not be around 
forever, and a future adlninistration might 
not see things quite the same way. 

Why legislate a potential threat to a basic 
constitutional principle? The amended ver
sion of the bill should serve just as well to 
prosecute persons such as Philip Agee, a 
former Central Intelligence Agency agent, 
and others who have published lists of 
agents for the stated intent of hindering in
telligence operations. 

The Reagan administration has already 
established a disturbing pattern of efforts 
to close off the free flow of information re
quired by the Freedom of Information Act. 
Lining up on the side of the Senate Judici
ary Committee version of this bill would 
offer a chance to reverse that pattern. The 
Biden amendment also provides a way to 
protect intelligence agents as well as free
dom of the press. 
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CFrom the Nevada State Journal, Oct. 5, 

19811 
SLAMMING SHUT ANOTHER DOOR 

Here they come again, closing public doors 
faster than the public can turn around to. 
see the doors slam shut. 

"They" are our Washington representa
tives. And what they are closing, steadily, 
surely, and with increasing speed, is access 
to government. 

In the latest instance, the House rode 
roughshod over its own Intelligence Com
mittee Sept. 23 and voted to make it a feder
al crime to disclose the identity of a U.S. in
telligence operative even if the operative's 
name is a matter of public record. And the 
act would be a crime no matter what the cir
cumstances involved. 

The committee had recommended making 
disclosure a crime only when there was 
"intent to impair or impede the foreign in
telligence activities of the United States." 
But the House would have none of this, and 
voted 354 to 56 to install a sudden floor 
amendment to make disclosure a crime even 
if the news media were reporting the names 
of agents engaging in illegal activities, or 
trampling on citizens' rights. 

The penalty: 10 years in prison and a 
$50,000 fine for past or present government 
officials, and three years in prison and a 
$15,000 fine for journalists. 

This bill of course arose from a legitimate 
concern about the safety of agents. Former 
CIA officer Philip Agee has made a new and 
despicable career out of exposing agents, en
dangering their lives, and damaging the 
overseas operations of the CIA. And publi
cations such as that Covert Action Informa
tion Bulletin and Counterspy routinely 
print the names of overseas CIA agents with 
the vowed intent of hindering their work. 
One would be hard pressed to defend any of 
these activities; and, in fact, few have
while many have quite properly condemned 
them. 

Yet the House of Representatives, in its 
concern about these revelations, is creating 
an equal danger. It has declared that public 
records are not public, that intent is no 
factor, and that constitutionality does not 
matter. 

For make no mistake about-the House 
bill's constitutionality is clearly question
able, according to legal scholars and other 
experts who testified before the committee. 

What the floor amendment did was make 
the disclosure of an identity a crime when
ever the government has reason to believe it 
might impair or impede foreign intelligence 
activities. This makes the government the 
accuser, the witness and the judge; i.e., it 
places the government in the role of dicta
tor, able to conceal its own mistake as well 
as disclosure of agents. 

But there is more: Rep. Ted Weiss, D
N.Y., complained that this bill "presents an 
incursion on the First Amendment unparal
leled in the history of the nation during 
peacetime. Never has the publication of in
formation in the public domain by private 
citizens been made an offense." 

In all intellectual modesty, one must ask 
how "secret" agents whose names are al
ready in the public domain are endangered 
by the publication of their names. Certainly 
the "enemy," whomever that might be at a 
given time, would already have ferreted out 
this information. Under this bill as it stands, 
it really seems that it is the bureaucracy 
which is the main object of protection, 
rather than CIA agents. And it is the public 
which is most injured. 

The Senate Judiciary Committee is sched
uled to vote tomorrow and Nevadans should 

object vigorously to the bill in its present 
form. Time is short, but the bill can be de
feated even now, if the public shows it 
knows the dangers created by the bill. 

Let us protect overseas agents indefinite
ly. But let us do so through constitutional 
means which protect our control of govern
ment as well as the agents. 

CFrom the Richmond Times Dispatch, Oct. 
15, 19811 

PROTECTING U.S. SPIES 
Philip Agee, a former CIA agent, indulged 

in the despicable practice of publishing the 
names of U.S. intelligence agents abroad in 
an effort to destroy their effectiveness. In 
the process, he gravely endangered the lives 
of these persons. 

A law is needed to enable the government 
to move forcefully against anyone who in
tentionally puts our secret agents in jeop
ardy by revealing their identities. Congress 
is in the process of enacting such legislation. 

The House of Representatives passed a 
bill designed to achieve that goal, but many 
people worry that while the bill's intent is 
laudable, its wording runs afoul of the First 
Amendment's protection of free speech. the 
bill would make it a crime for anyone to 
publish such names if he had "reason to be
lieve" it could endanger the persons named. 
The fear is that a newspaper or broadcast
ing station or an individual writer might ef
fectively be prevented from making public 
information about government corruption 
involving an intelligence agent if a govern
ment representative warned in advance that 
the publication could damage the agent. 

So the Senate Judiciary Committee has 
voted 9-to-8 to narrow the bill to the extent 
that a person could be prosecuted for re
vealing agents' names only if he acted with 
specific "intent to impair or impede" the na
tion's intelligence activities. There was not 
the slightest doubt that Philip Agee acted 
from such a motive. 

It is not easy to draft a bill that attains 
the proper balance between protecting 
agents' identities, on the one hand, and 
First Amendment rights, on the other. The 
most effective protection of the agents 
might be provided by making it illegal to 
publish their names under any conditions, 
but that would do violence to the principle 
of free speech, since there could be unusual 
situations in which such publication would 
be justified in the overall national interest. 

The Senate committee amendment ap
pears to represent a reasonable effort to 
strike the proper balance. 

CFrom the Louisville Times, Oct. 21, 19811 
BAD BILL, BETTER BILL-SENATE SHOULD 

REJECT HOUSE CIA MEASURE 

If there's a lesson to be learned from the 
government's lethargic reaction to the dis
closure that former CIA agents helped 
Libyan terrorists, it's that public scrutiny of 
the intelligence agency is more necessary 
than ever~ 

Yet the House of Representatives, urged 
on by the Reagan administration, has 
passed a bill that could severely penalize 
newsmen and other researchers who dis
close names of spies when reporting on in
telligence activities. 

Senators Huddleston and Ford can help 
head off this ill-conceived measure by back
ing a much tighter Senate version, which 
could come to the floor as early as this 
week. Mr. Huddleston has a special interest 
since he helped draft a charter designed to 
keep the CIA within constitutional bounds. 

Both bills have the worthy goal of pro
tecting undercover agents stationed abroad. 
On two occasions, CIA employees were at
tacked after anti-agency zealots disclosed 
their identities. 

The trouble is that reporters and scholars 
and, for that matter, all private citizens, 
could be fined and jailed even if they 
"reveal" names gleaned from unclassified 
sources. 

One result, whether intended or not, 
would be to discourage legitimate, necessary 
discussion of CIA failures, blunders and 
abuses, of which there have been plenty. 
Under the House bill, a prosecutor would 
only have to prove a reporter had "reason to 
believe" his investigation would impair or 
impede intelligence activities. Well docu
mented stories often "impair or impede" 
misguided government programs. 

Defenders of this approach argue lamely 
that newsmen and other citizens could 
report intelligence misdeeds to Congress, 
the CIA director or the Justice Department. 
These, of course, are the same folks who 
have been less than eager watchdogs in the 
past. 

Or, goes the argument, critical material 
could be published without the names of 
wayward agents. In many cases, however, 
such self-restraint would simply contribute 
to a cover-up. 

The Senate Judiciary Committee has 
come up with a better bill, and the Ken
tucky senators should join those who hope 
to fend off amendments. Under the Senate 
version, a citizen could be successfully pros
ecuted only if he disclosed names with mali
cious intent to disrupt intelligence work. 
That language could not easily be stretched 
to cover legitimate reporting. 

President Reagan has given the senators 
another excellent reason to resist changes 
in their bill. He is considering a plan to 
allow the CIA to spy on American citizens, 
open mail, infiltrate legal groups and all the 
rest. This is not the time, in short, to relax 
surveillance of the intelligence community. 

Mr. McCLORY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
4 minutes to the gentleman from Illi
nois <Mr. HYDE.) 

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, as ranking 
minority member of the Civil and Con
stitutional Rights Subcommittee of 
the House Judiciary Committee, I 
have been a consistent and strong sup
porter of legislation to make it a Fed
eral offense to disclose the identities 
of covert intelligence agents under cer
tain egregious circumstances, It was 
therefore with great regret that I 
chose not to sign the conference 
report on H.R. 4. Although the bill 
itself is deserving of high praise, and I 
strongly urge my colleagues to vote in 
favor of it, the statement of managers 
which purports to interpret the bill 
contains so many contradictions and 
inaccuracies about the clear language 
in the bill that the courts would do 
well to ignore it. 

Mr. Speaker, when the House Judici
ary Committee favorably reported the 
predecessor of this bill by an over-
whelming margin in 1980, I described 
it as "our response to the erosion of 
our intelligence facilities and services 
in a very dangerous world." That ero
sion has continued unabated and the 
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danger has increased proportionally. I 
am therefore relieved that, at long 
la.st, we are prepared to send a bill to 
the President for his signature. The 
conference report which we have 
under consideration comports with the 
dictates of the first amendment to our 
Constitution. In addition, if interpret
ed correctly, it will serve as a highly 
effective deterrent to the unconscion
able and dangerous revelations that it 
has been our misfortune to witness in 
recent years. 

Mr. Speaker, let me describe what 
we did in crafting this legislation and, 
even more emphatically, what we did 
not do. While the first amendment is 
not absolute, and thus permits us to 
place some restrictions on speech to 
safeguard our national security inter
ests as well as certain other restric
tions, it does impose a strict duty to 
use the lea.st .restrictive means possible 
to address the evil that we have identi
fied. This was a relatively simple task 
with respect to persons who have been 
given authorized access to classified in
formation and a corollary responsibil
ity not to disclose that information. 
With respect to others, the job was 
more difficult, but I believe this legis
lation passes the constitutional test 
with flying colors. 

We have required that any disclo
sure be made "in the course of a pat
tern of activities intended to identify 
and expose covert agents." We have 
further required that those activities 
be engaged in with reason to believe 
that they would impair or impede the 
United States foreign intelligence ac
tivities. Finally, we have required that 
the disclosure be made with the 
knowledge that a covert relationship is 
being disclosed and that the Govern
ment is taking affirmative measures to 
conceal the classified relationship in
volved. Mr. Speaker, the multifaceted 
state of mind, which the prosecution 
will be required to prove beyond a rea
sonable doubt, limits the applicability 
of the offense to those whose activities 
pose the greatest danger to the nation
al security and the safety of our intel
ligence officers. 

It is with respect to this carefully 
constructed state of mind, Mr. Speak
er, that I must part company with the 
letter and spirit of much of the state
ment of managers accompanying this 
conference report. The clear import of 
most of that statement is that an addi
tional motive or a certain status may 
negate the criminal state of mind we 
have outlined. This is a premise I 
firmly reject. 

In one instance, the statement of 
managers correctly notes that "the 
fact that a defendant claims one or 
more intents additional to the intent 
to identify and expose does not ab
solve him from guilt." This means, Mr. 
Speaker, that, so long as the defend
ant possessed this requisite intent, his 
additional intents are not exculpatory. 

Remarkably, and unfortunately, the 
bulk of the statement of managers 
suggests just the contrary: that cer
tain beneficient motives would neces
sarily negate the intent to identify and 
expose covert agents. 

Mr. Speaker, I cannot envision a 
case, no matter how heinous, where 
the defendant will fail to assert a para
mount goal to justify his action-some 
"redeeming social value." Even the 
perpetrators of the "Naming Names" 
publications profess another intent; 
namely, the frustration of certain ac
tivities by our intelligence personnel. 
This body, and the various committees 
involved, never intended that the 
criminality of conduct would be de
pendent upon whether the Govern
ment . approved of the defendant's 
higher motives, because that would be 
offensive to our precious first amend
ment. We concentrated instead on the 
intent to engage in a certain type of 
conduct-identification and exposure 
of agents-that is unquestionably dan
gerous. 

Mr. Speaker, in constructing this bill 
over the course of two Congresses, we 
diligently followed the dictates of the 
first amendment. To that end, we 
identified a certain limited course of 
conduct that was a threat to our 
agents and national security and made 
it illegal. We identified not only an ac
tivity, but a state of mind, that occur
ring together, comprised the conduct 
that we wanted to pre.vent. Any addi
tional intent was something that we 
chose not to judge, because the 
damage that is done is the same, irre
spective of the good intentions of the 
person doing that damage. 

Mr. Speaker, I commend the chair
men and ranking minority members of 
the full Intelligence Committee and 
the subcommittee for their diligent ef
forts in drafting H.R. 4 and in moving 
it through this Congress. I believe 
that it is a constitutional and effective 
response to the dangerous problem 
posed by the callous revelation of the 
identities of our covert intelligence 
agents. I urge my colleagues to vote in 
favor of the conference report, but, at 
the same time, I urge the courts to 
consign the statement of managers to 
the oblivion it deserves, and take 
solace at the fact that the clear lan
guage of this legislation requires no 
obfuscatory interpretation as prof
fered by the manager's statement. 

We often ask our covert agents-and 
their sources of intelligence-to risk 
their lives in the national interest. 
The very lea.st we can do is protect 
their identities from assassins and ter
rorists. 

0 1330 
Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Speaker, the gen

tleman is always persuasive and 
always charming, and as a constitu
tional lawyer I would say he is one of 
the best in this body. I appreciate very 

much the remarks of the gentleman 
from Illinois. 

Any Member of this body, of course, 
is entitled to his own opinion. Howev
er. let me just emphasize that the 
statement of the managers accompa
nying the conference report is the au
thoritative statement as the intent of 
the conferees and the meaning of the 
statute. I am sure the courts will have 
some fun looking at some of the pro
ceedings of this House today, and I am 
sure, in looking at the specific lan
guage of the bill itself, which of course 
is controlling, but where the bill itself 
lacks some clarity as it does, and 
where no particular definition was 
given either in the House or in the 
Senate vis-a-vis the "reason to be
lieve," then I think there has to be 
some clear legislative interpretation of 
it, perhaps a little authoritative legis
lative history. We have tried to do 
that in the statement of managers, 
and hopefully the courts will appreci
ate that effort, since it is the official 
explanation provided to, and adopted 
by, each House. · 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the 
gentleman from New York <Mr. 
WEISS). 

Mr. WEISS. Mr. Speaker, I pity the 
poor courts after listening to the collo
quy today. If we are confused to here, 
and those who participated in drawing 
up both the conference report and the 
statement of the managers are con
fused as to exactly what the import of 
this legislation is-and this just hap
pened recently and the Members are 
all here~I can imagine what the 
courts will do with this. 

I assume that when the gentleman 
from Illinois denied 'that the interpre
tations that are set forth by the man
agers are not accurate, he was ref er
ring to some of those interpretations 
which appear on page 10 of the confer
ence report, where it says: 

An effort by a newspaper intended to un
cover CIA connections with it, including 
learning the names of its employees who 
worked for the CIA. 

Or-
An effort by a university or a church to 

learn if any of its employees had worked for 
the CIA. These are activities intended to en
force the internal rules of the organization 
and not identify and expose CIA agents. 

I assume the gentleman from Illinois 
interprets that as being one of those 
double intents, and only one intent is 
really the one that matters: 

An investigation by a newspaper of possi
ble CIA connections with the Watergate 
burglaries. This would be an activity under
taken to learn about the connections with 
the burglaries and not to identify and 
expose CIA agents. 

I want to credit the gentleman from 
Massachusetts, the chairman of the 
·committee, Mr. Speaker. I think that 
he has tried to do a yeoman job under 
very impossible circumstances. I think 
that he came as close as possible with-
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out really being able to achieve the 
impossible. Because of that, I wish he 
had stuck with his original conclusion, 
which was that indeed, the legislation, 
because of reasons given by the gentle
man from California, in fact is uncon
stitutional. 

I recall that when the House Sub
committee on Government Informa
tion and Individual Rights of the Gov
ernment Operations Committee held 
hearings last year, we had columnist 
Jack Anderson before us. He referred 
back to that awful tragedy where the 
head of mission in Greece, the CIA 
head of mission, had been assassinat
ed. He pointed out that it was not that 
the man's name had appeared in one 
of these awful publications which are 
in the business of disclosing the names 
of CIA agents, but that the CIA had 
an unbroken habit of some 30 years of 
placing its head of mission, no matter 
what the cover was, in that particular 
residence; and that Greek guides 
would take tourists through the town 
and point out where the head of the 
CIA mission was residing. 

So, it seems to me that what we are 
trying to do in a very unconstitutional 
manner in this piece of legislation 
probably cannot be done effectively, 
and we would be better off probably in 
trying to get the CIA to straighten out 
its act so that it does not subject its 
people possible harm and loss of life. 

Mr. McCLORY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
3 minutes . to the gentleman from Flor
ida <Mr. YOUNG). 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speak
er, I rise in support of H.R. 4 and the 
conference report to come become the 
House. I am sorry that our colleague, 
John Ashbrook, is not here today, be
cause I know he would rightfully be 
proud of this product. John was a 
leader in arriving at the point we are 
at today, and he was dedicated to the 
protection that we are about to pro
vide for those who serve us in our in
telligence community. I know John 
also would share the comments that I 
make now about our distinguished 
chairman. I know of John's sincere 
feeling of respect and admiration for 
EDDIE BOLAND and our ranking minori
ty member, KEN ROBINSON and I cer
tainly share that. 

John and I worked together on a lot 
of items, important matters, before 
the Select Committee on Intelligence, 
I think much to the chagrin of our 
chairman on occasion, but he always 
understood what we were about, and 
certainly treated us with total fair
ness. 

He has taught me a lot, and he just 
now taught me something else when 
he was talking about the debate we 
have here today establishing the legis
lative history on this legislation. I was 
not going to make this comment, but I 
think as we do establish legislative his
tory, that maybe I had better. 

There is some controversy about the 
statement of the managers which ac
companies H.R. 4. I just have to say, 
Mr. Speaker, I do not really consider 
this a statement on the part of the 
managers because most of the manag
ers that I know of had nothing to do 
with its preparation. This is not a con
ference product. The conference com
mittee did not meet on the subject of 
the statement of the managers. It was 
a foregone decision presented to at 
least some of us only when we were 
asked to sign it, and so as we are estab
lishing legislative history, I do not 
think we ought to take this statement 
as a conference product or as being ap
proved by the conference committee, 
for it was not. The conference commit
tee did not even meet on the subject. 

Now it is important that we proceed 
despite this confusion and despite the 
disagreement on the statement of the 
managers. It is important that we pro
ceed and enact this legislation. It is 
late; it is far past due. We should have 
had it years ago as we began to rebuild 
our intelligence capability in the 
United States, a capability so neces
sary to our overall security. And it is 
important that we protect those 
people who work in intelligence, who 
are basically responsible for being our 
eyes and our ears in a world that is 
somewhat hostile. It is extremely im
portant if we are going to have an ade
quate national defense. 

I rise in strong support of this bill, 
and I hope the House will pass it with 
an overwhelming vote and establish 
that as legislative history, that it is 
the intent of the Congress of the 
United States to provide for a strong 
national defense and to recognize that 
a strong intelligence capability is a 
part of that strong national defense, 
and the protection of the people who 
work in it on a daily basis, the protec
tion of their lives and the protection 
of their involvement in our national 
defense is also essential. 

Mr. McCLORY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may require to the 
gentleman from Illinois <Mr. HYDE) 
for the purpose of a colloquy. 

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, I thank my 
colleague from Illinois. 

Although we are both strong sup
porters of H.R. 4 and urge the adop
tion of this conference report, I under
stand that the gentleman from Illinois 
<Mr. MCCLORY) shares some of the 
concerns I have expressed about the 
statement of managers. As ranking mi
nority member of the Intelligence 
Subcommittee on Legislation and of 
the full Judiciary Committee, he was 
"present at the creation" of this im
portant legislation and throughout its 
long journey through this and the last 
Congress. He is thus thoroughly famil
iar with the legislative intent behind 
H.R. 4. I would like to solicit his reac
tion to some of the assertions made in 
the statement of managers. 

Mr. MCCLORY. Mr. Speaker, if the 
gentleman will yield, I am glad to dis
cuss our mutual concerns with the 
gentleman from Illinois <Mr. HYDE). 
As the ranking minority member of 
the Subcommittee on Civil and Consti
tutional Rights, you have been a 
strong ally of our covert agents and 
the national security interests that 
they serve. Your expertise has proved 
invaluable in the delicate area of first 
amendment concerns that have arisen 
in connection with this bill. 

Mr. HYDE. I thank the gentleman 
for his kind words. As the gentleman 
knows, the language in section 601<c) 
of the bill was carefully crafted with 
those first amendment concerns con
stantly in mind. As the gentleman and 
I have discussed, in the national secu
rity area, the first amendment de
mands that we carefully define a prob
lem and address it with the least re
strictive means possible. However, it 
has never been my understanding that 
the first amendment requires us to in
terpret legislation in such a way as to 
endanger its effectiveness. 

D 1345 

Mr. MCCLORY. The gentleman 
from Illinois is entirely correct. Sec
tion 601<c> of the bill requires the 
Government to prove beyond a reason
able doubt various elements of the of
fense, including the fact that the dis
closure was made in the course of a 
pattern of activities intended to identi
fy and expose covert agents and with 
reason to believe that such activities 
would impair our foreign intelligence 
activities. This element alone will pose 
great demands on the Government in 
terms of proof which will be met only 
in the most egregious cases. 

Mr. HYDE. I agree with the gentle
man that the burden on the Govern
ment is a great one, as it should be 
when we are dealing with first amend
ment concerns. However, the state
ment of managers suggests that the 
prosecution may encounter certain 
problems in proving those elements 
which are clearly spelled out in the 
language of the act. It seems to sug
gest that the fact that the defendant 
had an additional, but beneficient, 
intent in making a disclosure could 
place him beyond the reach of this 
law. Furthermore, it implies that the 
status of the defendant-as a newspa
per reporter, academician, or private 
organization-might be exculpatory. 
For instance, on page 8, it states that 
section 60l<c> "does not affect the first 
amendment rights of those who dis
lose the identities of agents as an inte
gral part of another enterprise such as 
news media reporting of intelligence 
failures or abuses, academic studies of 
the U.S. Government's policies and 
programs, or a private organization's 
enforcement of its internal rules." Is it 
the gentleman's understanding, based 
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on his lengthy involvement in the de
velopment of this legislation, that an 
individual's additional intent or his 
status in connection with a given en
terprise will place him beyond the 
reach of section 601(c), if he has en
gaged in the requisite pattern of ac
tivities intended to identify and expose 
covert agents? 

Mr. McCLORY. It certainly is not. 
While the gentleman is correct that 
the statement of managers may imply 
such an interpretation, the language 
that you have quoted contradicts 
other language in the statement that 
reflects our true intent. I ref er the 
gentleman to page 9 of the statement, 
wherein the managers state without 
qualification: 

Of course, the fact that a defendant 
claims one or more intents additional to the 
intent to identify and expose does not ab
solve him from guilt. It is only necessary 
that the prosecution prove the requisite 
intent to identify and expose covert agents. 

On page 10, the statement notes 
that a defendant may rebut the Gov
ernment's proof of an intent to identi
fy and expase by demonstrating "some 
alternative intent." I would call the 
gentleman's attention to the use of 
the word "alternative," rather than 
"additional" here. The intent shown 
must be to the exclusion of an intent 
to identify and expose, not in addition 
to that intent. 

I think my colleague from Illinois 
and I would agree that the two state
ments that I have quoted accurately 
represent our legislative intent in 
drafting this provision. The contradic
tory passages to which he referred do 
not accurately reflect that intent. 

Mr. HYDE. I thank the gentleman 
for his explanation, with which I am 
in total accord. Is it correct to con
clude from the gentleman's remarks 
that the illustrations which appear on 
page 10 of the statement are some
what misleading as to our legislative 
intent to the extent that they are 
based on the general principle that we 
have repudiated-namely, that an ad
ditional intent can be exculpatory? 

Mr. McCLORY. The gentleman is 
again correct. The danger in the 
premise the gentleman has identified 
is that many defendants-even those 
in the business of "naming names" -
could probably point to an additional 
intent. The statement of managers ac
knowledges this fact on page 7 and 
notes that such motives are irrelevant 
to the protection of our national secu
rity interests. Unfortunately, that sen
timent was not consistently reflected 
throughout the statement. 

Mr. HYDE. I wonder if I might solic
it the gentleman's learned opinion on 
another suggestion in the statement of 
managers which has troubled me. 
With respect to the definition of 
"covert agent," the statement on page 
11 observes that the definition is craft
ed to insure that, 

As it applies to those who are not under
cover intelligence agency employees, Citl 
does not include those private citizens who 
might provide information to the CIA or 
FBI, but whose public identification, 
though causing personal embarrassment, 
would not damage the national security. 

Is it the gentleman's understanding 
that the intelligence relationship of 
these private citizens to the United 
States would be covered under the bill 
so long as that relationship is classi
fied and that person is serving, or has 
served, as an informant or source of 
operational assistance? 

Mr. McCLORY. The gentleman is 
again correct. There was never any 
intent to exclude so-called private citi
zens from the protection of this act so 
long as they fulfilled all of the re
quirements of the definition and the 
other requirements of the bill were 
met. 

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman from Illinois <Mr. 
MCCLORY). 

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Speaker, may I 
inquire as to how much time remains 
on either side? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore <Mr. 
WALGREN). The Chair will state that 
the gentleman from Massachusetts 
<Mr. BOLAND) has 3 minutes remaining 
and the gentleman from Illinois <Mr. 
MCCLORY) has 7 minutes remaining. 

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Ken
tucky <Mr. MAzzOLI). 

Mr. MAZZOLI. Mr. Speaker, I take 
this time to pay tribute to one 
Member in the Chamber, the gentle
man from Florida <Mr. BENNETr), who 
played a very strong role in the early 
formation of the legislation we are 
dealing with today to protect the 
agents, and those people who work un
dercover for the United States. 

Also, I think it would be wrong not 
to make mention of the fact of the 
strong support given this bill from 
start to finish by the majority leader, 
the gentleman from Texas <Mr. 
WRIGHT), and the minority leader, the 
gentleman from Illinois <Mr. MICHEL), 
both of whom came before our com
mittee and both of whom urged the 
adoption of bills like this, and both of 
them, of course, cleared this matter 
for early floor consideration. 

I just wanted, Mr. Speaker, to pay 
tribute to those Members and the 
many, many others who played strong 
and particularly pivotal roles in this 
legislation. 

If I have any part of my 1 minute re
maining, I thank the gentleman from 
Illinois (Mr. MCCLORY) and the gentle
man from Illinois <Mr. HYDE) for that 
colloquy in which they engaged. There 
is a clear need to be sure that we are 
putting this bill in a position to drive a 
wooden stake into the hearts of those 
people who practice the nefarious 
trade of identifying Americans who 
are trying to do the job of protecting 
this country. This bill does that, as the 

statement of managers very clearly 
sets forth. I thank the gentlemen for 
their explanation, but as the chairman 
has just indicated, the authoritative 
statement as to the intent of the con
ferees and the meaning of the confer
ence report we are about to adopt is 
the statement of managers. 

Mr. MCCLORY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself 1 minute. 

Mr. Speaker, I think that the clear 
intent of this legislation is going to be 
discerned by any court that has an op
portunity to intepret it. I also think 
that it is perfectly clear that any 
statements made here or at any other 
point in the legislative history which 
are inconsistent with the plain lan
guage of the bill are going to be disre
garded. 

At this point, Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. SOLOMON). 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased the Congress is finally approv
ing legislation establishing criminal 
penalties for the disclosure of inf orma
tion identifying American intelligence 
agents. However I am very disappoint
ed the conference disapproved the pro
vision of the bill to include former in
telligence agents. 

As you recall, this amendment, 
which I offered in the House, was 
overwhelmingly supported in the 
House with over 300 votes in the af
firmative. 

By protecting former agents my 
amendment strengthened H.R. 4 in 
several ways: 

First. It would protect former agents 
from possible harm as a result of the 
disclosure of their true identities; 

Second. It would protect active oper
atives who may have assumed the 
former agent's position overseas; and 

Third. It would protect the entire in
telligence network which may have 
been passed on to the former agent's 
successor. 

Mr. Speaker, after the President 
signs the Intelligence Identities Pro
tection Act <H.R. 4) into law, I will be 
introducing legislation to reinstate 
this important provision of the act. At 
that time, I will be requesting the 313 
Members of the House who approved 
the original amendment, to expand 
the law to cover former agents, to join 
me in sponsoring the legislation. 

Mr. Speaker, on a related matter, I 
would like to express my grave con
cern over the subject of American sci
entific information being transfered to 
the Soviet Union. I am placing in the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD a speech made 
by a person who is a friend and one of 
our country's greatest intelligence offi
cers, Admiral Inman. Admiral Inman's 
comments on the transfer of scientific 
information are of vital importance to 
the security of our country. 

Mr. MAZZOLI. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 
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Mr. SOLOMON. I am glad to yield 

to the gentleman from Kentucky. 
Mr. MAZZOLI. Mr. Speaker, I thank 

the gentleman for yielding, and I very 
much appreciate his constructive atti
tude about the bill today. I know that 
the gentleman was successful in the 
House in having the Solomon amend
ment adopted. The gentleman from 
Kentucky, with respect, opposed it, 
but obviously it carried the day in the 
House. 

I thank the gentleman for recogniz
ing the need to move forward with the 
essential elements here, which are to 
protect the people who do serve this 
Nation in many very dangerous and 
precarious positions, and if I remain 
chairman of the subcommittee in the 
next Congress, the gentleman's bill 
will be given a full and fair hearing 
and an opportunity to become the law 
of the land. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman from Kentucky 
<Mr. MAZZOLI), for his remarks, and I 
would also like to commend the gen
tleman from Massachusetts, the gen
tleman from Illinois, and all the mem
bers of the select committee for the 
excellent work they have done. 

Although I am not completely satis
fied, this does put some teeth back 
into our counterintelligence agency 
operations and the gentleman is to be 
commended. I am sure that if John 
Ashbrook were here, he would be ex
tending those same commendations to 
all of you. 

Mr. Speaker, I will be asking for a 
vote on this legislation because I think 
it is extremely important that we 
show overwhelmingly favorable re
corded support for this legislation in 
the future. 

Mr. McCLORY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such additional time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I have had occasion in 
the course of my experience to confer 
individually with intelligence agents, 
including intelligence agents who 
serve our country overseas undercover, 
and I can assure the Members of the 
House that they regard this legislation 
as vital to their own survival and to 
their own service in behalf of our 
Nation. 

There is no legislation which will 
come before this Congress which in 
my view can do more to help enhance 
our own national security because, 
indeed, the work of our intelligence 
agents do assure our national security 
as completely and as thoroughly, and 
sometimes in a better way, than do our 
Armed Forces. 

So I think we can be very proud of 
supporting this legislation and recog
nize that we are performing an act in 
behalf of our own survival as a nation. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to commend the 
leadership for scheduling this meas
ure. I commend my chairman, the gen
tleman from Massachusetts <Mr. 

BOLAND), for his active support of the 
measure, and, as he indicated, the 
leadership on both sides of the aisle in 
recognizing the importance of this 
measure that is before us. Indeed, it 
was the distinguished Republican 
leader, my colleague from Illinois <Mr. 
MICHEL), who introduced the original 
agents' identities bill some 6 years ago, 
and I applaud my colleagues on the 
other side of the aisle for recognizing 
its merit. 

Mr. Speaker, I strongly urge adop
tion of the conference report by the 
House. 

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, as the statement of 
managers indicates, neither House, in 
adopting the crucial reason-to-believe 
standard, "intended to change the 
scope of conduct which this act seeks 
to proscribe. Rather, the change was 
made to deal with elements of proof at 
trial." The statement does not change 
the bill. It explains what has been said 
about it for years. 

The bill proscribes the so-called 
naming of names, which is a phenome
non involving the systematic exposure 
of U.S. intelligence officers in whole
sale fashion. The statement makes the 
point that this is what the Congress 
has always sought to criminalize. 

The statement also makes a point of 
what the bill does not proscribe; that 
is, regular or even "irregular" journal
ism. Reporting which includes the 
identities of undercover operatives is 
not covered unless it meets the re
quirements of the bill; that is, unless it 
rises to the level of a "pattern of ac
tivities intended to identify and 
expose" such undercover operatives. 

If prosecutors and judges pay atten
tion to the statement, there likely will 
be very few prosecutions, but those 
that do take place should result in the 
vindication of H.R. 4 as constitutional 
and effective. 
e Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, it 
was approximately 6112 years ago that I 
cosponsored the first version of the 
measure now before us. That original 
proposal was initiated by our distin
guished minority leader, Mr. MICHEL, 
and was triggered by the December 23, 
1975, assassination of Richard Welch, 
the then-CIA Station Chief in Athens, 
Greece, whose cover was blown in 
Counter Spy magazine. 

Since the Welch tragedy, a number 
of other U.S. intelligence officers have 
had their identities disclosed, and 
their lives jeopardized by those who 
are bent on destroying our intelligence 
capabilities abroad. Leaping to mind in 
this connection are the episodes in Ja
maica in July 1981. Specifically, I am 
ref erring to the attacks upon the 
homes of our Embassy's first secretary 
and an AID employee shortly after 
each was said to have CIA ties at a 
press conference held by the American 

editor of Covert Action Information 
Bulletin. 

What effect do you think these dis
closures have on our sources overseas? 
Put yourself, for a moment, in the 
shoes of an individual who discovers 
one morning that the CIA case officer 
with whom he has been seen and to 
whom he has been passing valuable in
telligence information for years has 
just had his cover blown by the likes 
of Philip Agee. I do not think many of 
us in Congress realize what the poten
tial consequences are to a source who 
finds himself or herself in that kind of 
a situation. If we did, I do not think 
we would have taken so long to ap
prove this legislation. 

Not only have these disclosures cost 
us existing sources, but it has also 
caused many "would be" sources to 
forego association with the CIA. Can 
you blame them? Given the CIA's in
ability to protect the identities of its 
own employees, how can one assume 
that it can guarantee the confidential
ity of a "would be" informant? 

Over the past year, much has been 
said and written about the first 
amendment questions of this bill. 
Those in the journalistic profession 
have expressed special concern. I want 
to assure my journalistic friends that 
those of us backing this remedial legis
lation are very sensitive to those con
cerns and believe they have been 
taken into full account. 

In this regard, however, one must 
bear in mind that there are instances 
when discretion must be exercised as 
to what one says. This point was made 
by Richard K. Willard, who has served 
as a counsel for intelligence policy to 
the Attorney General. Responding to 
media criticism about this bill, Willard 
observed in a compelling article ap
pearing in the November 17, 1981, edi
tion of the Washington Post that: 

The Supreme Court has long held that 
the first amendment does not absolutely 
protect statements whose "very utterance 
inflicts injury" <Chaplinsky v. New Hamp
shire). We are all familiar with Justice 
Holmes' observation that "falsely shouting 
fire in a theater and causing a panic" is not 
protected by the Constitution. 

In the recent case of Haig v. Agee, the Su
preme Court rejected the first amendment 
claims of ex-CIA agent Philip Agee, whose 
passport was revoked in part because of "his 
repeated disclosures of intelligence oper
.ations and the james of intelligejce person
nel." The Court concluded that such disclo
sures "are clearly not protected by the 
Cknstitution." In summary, the first amejd
ment does not preclude legislation that 
prkhibits the systeiatic exposure of agents' 
identities under circuistances that pose a 
clear threat tk intelligejce activities vital to 
the Nation's defejse. 

Mr. Speaker, I spkke at length on 
the merits of this measure when we fa
vorably acted upon it last fall. There
fore, I will be brief today and sum up 
by saying that this long overdue legis
lation represents a careful balancing 
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of our national security and civil liber
ties concerns and consequently war
rants immediate adoption. As I stated 
on the House floor nearly 9 months 
ago, it is the least we can do for those 
who literally put their lives on the line 
for us.e 
e Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
in support of the conference report on 
H.R. 4, which will prohibit the unau
thorized disclosure of information 
identifying certain U.S. officers, 
agents, and sources whose identities 
have been properly classified. 

Disclosure of the names of agents 
may take many forms: 

From the disgruntled former CIA of
ficer who decides to turn on his fell ow 
workers, to the respected reporter who 
may identify an agent incidentally in 
the course of a legitimate expose on 
newspaper reporters working covertly 
for the CIA. 

In this bill, H.R. 4, we are not pro
posing that every individual revealing 
an agent's identity under any circum
stances be subject to criminal penal
ties. Such an across-the-board prohibi
tion would have a chilling effect on 
free speech and would no doubt be un
constitutional. 

Rather, we are restricting the legis
lation only to three types of unauthor
ized disclosure: 

First, disclosure by Government offi
cials and others entrusted with access 
to classified information that identi
fies covert agents; 

Second, disclosure by those with 
access to classified information that 
allows them to discern such identities; 
and 

Third, disclosure by those without 
access to classified information "in the 
course of a pattern of activities intend
ed to identify and expose covert agents 
and with reason to believe such activi
ties of the United States"; that is, 
those in the business of ferreting out 
and naming names. . 

The bill does not apply to casual dis
cussion, political debates, legitimate 
journalism, and the like. 

The statement of managers accom
panying the conference report is very 
important in understanding the reach 
of this third category and bears em
phasizing. The statement notes, in 
regard to "pattern of activities" that: 

In order to fit within the definition of 
"pattern of activities," a discloser must be in 
the business, or have made it his practice, to 
ferret out and then expose undercover offi
cers or agents where the reasonably foresee
able result would be to damage an intelli
gence agency's effectiveness. Those who re
publish previous disclosures and critics of 
U.S. intelligence would all stand beyond the 
reach of the law if they did not engage in a 
pattern of activities intended to identify and 
expose covert agents. 

A journalist writing stories about the CIA 
would not be engaged in the requisite "pat
tern of activities" even if the stories he 
wrote included the names of one or more 
covert agents, unless the Government 
proved that there was an intent to identify 

and expose agents. To meet the standard of 
the bill, a discloser must be engaged in a 
purposeful enterprise of revealing identi
ties-he must, in short, be in the business of 
"naming names." 

As to the meaning of "reason to be
lieve," the explanation of the confer
ees states: 

The "reason to believe" standard is met 
when the surrounding facts and circum
stances would lead a reasonable person to 
believe that the pattern of activities would 
impair or impede the foreign intelligence ac
tivities of the United States. A goverru:D.ent 
warning to a news reporter that a particular 
intended disclosure would impair or impede 
foreign intelligence activities could be con
sidered by the jury, but the ultimate ques
tion for the jury would be whether the gov
ernment had demonstrated that a reasona
ble person would believe that the pattern of 
activities in which he had engaged would 
impair or impede the foreign intelligence ac
tivities of the United States. Thus what 
would be relevant would be the objective 
facts about likely harm. Among the objec
tive facts to be weighed by the jury in deter
mining what a reasonable person would be
lieve would certainly be the ease with which 
the name of a covert agent was identified 
and the extent to which it was widely and 
publicly known. 

Today we will hear criticism on both 
sides: Some may argue that we have 
drawn the language too tight; others 
that we have not drawn the language 
tight enough. I believe that we have 
carefully weighed the alternatives and 
that we have arrived at a proposal 
that strikes a reasonable balance: 

We have drafted language that 
makes illegal disclosure by those en
trusted or by those in the business of 
naming names, and we have carefully 
avoided being overzealous and possibly 
ensnaring unintentionally those we do 
not wish to catch, that is, legitimate 
journalists or whistleblowers. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge the adoption 
of the conference report on H.R. 4.e 
e Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Speaker, in 
January 1976, my distinguished col
league from Illinois, BOB MICHEL, in
troduced an intelligence identities pro
tection bill, which I cosponsored. That 
bill was offered in the immediate 
aftermath of the tragic murder in 
Athens of Richard Welch, CIA chief 
of station. Welch had earlier been 
named as an intelligence officer by a 
publication produced here in the 
United States. 

The particular publication that 
named Welch, Counter Spy, predeces
sor of Covert Action Information Bul
letin, was published by, among others, 
Philip Agee, a former officer of the 
CIA, who after leaving the Agency de
scribed himself as a "revolutionary 
Communist" and undertook a career 
of exposing American intelligence per
sonnel and hindering the work of the 
U.S. intelligence services. 

A terrorist group in Greece actually 
did the killing of Welch but the pub
lishers of Covert Action Information 
Bulletin expressed no sorrow. Agee's 
colleagues in Covert Action actually 

claimed, in referring to Welch, it "was 
his career • • • his job;" that caused 
his death. They were not the least bit 
remorse! ul. 

Agee and his colleagues have since 
named thousands as intelligence em
ployees. In addition to publishing 
their magazine, they have visited far
eign countries and with considerable 
publicity have identified CIA station 
personnel. Local media have then 
often repeated the information. At
tacks have been carried on U.S. em
ployees and their families after these 
accusations. They and their depend
ents, of course, fear for their lives. 

Key sources are obviously more re
luctant to talk to U.S. Government of
ficials after their public exposure. The 
jobs of American officials become 
more difficult and the effectiveness of 
American eff arts overseas is reduced. 
The cost of U.S. Government oper
ations abroad is greater after these 
malicious attacks. 

American officials sent overseas by 
their Government to carry our func
tions approved by the President, the 
Congress, and the American people, 
should not be subjected to these haz
ards. They should not be exposed by 
fell ow Americans without some protec
tion in U.S. law. Finally, large majori
ties of both Houses have given us this 
intelligence identities protection bill. 
The President has assured us that he 
will sign it. It took a long time since 
Richard Welch was killed in Athens 
but finally we have a law that will 
make it a crime to finger an American 
intelligence employee, an action from 
which many complications flow, in
cluding the loss of life.e 

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Speaker, I move 
the previous question on the confer
ence report. 

The previous question was ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the conference report. 
The question was taken; and the 

Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, on 
that I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu

ant to the provisions of clause 5, rule 
I, and the Chair's prior announce
ment, further proceedings on this 
question will be postponed. 

0 1400 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days in which to 
revise and extend their remarks on the 
conference report just under consider
ation. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 



12762 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE June 2, 1982 
THE CARIBBEAN INITIATIVE: 
HOW TO EXPORT U.S. JOBS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
a previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania <Mr. 
GAYDOS), is recognized for 60 minutes. 
•Mr. GAYDOS. Mr. Speaker, com
mittees of the House now are consider
ing the administration's Caribbean 
Basin Initiative, which really is a pro
posal to ship out an unknown number 
of American jobs in the guise of eco
nomic aid. 

This initiative condenses into one 
proposal all the misconceived efforts 
of the past 40 years to pull the world 
up by the bootstraps of U.S. workers, 
and it would replicate and increase the 
generosity that has given away whole 
industries. 

Furthermore, it would make the 
Caribbean nations into fronts and 
staging areas for further and easier de
struction of the U.S. economy by those 
who already wage trade war on us in 
steel and other goods. 

Leaders of the steel caucus have tes
tified on this initiative before a sub
committee of the Committee on Ap
propriations, and in the interest of 
furthering debate, I off er for the con
sideration of the House my testimony 
before Mr. CLARENCE D. LoNG's Sub
committee on Foreign Operations. 

Mr. Speaker, the testimony was as 
follows: 

Mr. Chairman, members of the commit
tee, your much-appreciated invitiation to 
testify gives the leadership of the steel 
caucus our first opp\.1rtunity to put on the 
record an explanation of the danger repre
sented by the Caribbean Basin Initiative to 
the Nation's most basic industry. 

Steel is an industry already pushed to the 
point of irreparable damage by unfairly 
traded imports, and for this opportunity to 
be heard you have our thanks and the 
thanks of 124,000 steelworkers whose jobs 
have been exported in the last year. 

We have much to say and we speak with a 
sense of urgency. 

Human nature tends to overlook the 
sound and the proved rules of conduct if 
they are presented to it so often they 
become familiar, and if they are old rules. 

A catechism falls into this category as do 
the countless warnings from the Book of 
Proverbs in the Bible. 

Nevertheless, these rules assert them
selves by the creation of what we call a nag
ging feeling in the back of the mind when 
we are presented a possible course of action 
that is in conflict with them. 

This was the case with the Caribbean 
Basin Initiative when I heard of it and the 
nagging grew louder when I looked it over. 

Something was wrong, and I knew the 
nagging stemmed neither from the cate
chism nor the Proverbs. I thought it might 
be a vague memory of something I had read 
that Franklin Delano Roosevelt said. 

But I checked, and it was not Roosevelt 
who was nagging me about what is right and 
what is wrong. 

It was the First President. I was hearing 
echos over nearly 200 years, recalling the 
words of Washington's Farewell Address 
that is read to us each year. 

George Washington gave more the better 
advice in summing up his experience than 

the much-quoted warning on entangling for
eign alliances. 

I quote him: 
"The great rule of conduct for us in 

regard to foreign nations is, in extending 
our commercial relations, to have with them 
as little political connection as possible." 

And he went on to say: 
". . . it is folly in one nation to look for 

disinterested favors from another. 
" ... it may place itself in the condition 

. . . of being reproached with ingratitude 
for not giving more. 

"There can be no greater error than to 
expect or calculate upon real favors from 
nation to nation. It is an illusion which ex
perience must cure." 

Commerce has changed. 
Technology has changed. 
But nations have not and will not. 
The Caribbean Basin Initiative is designed 

to try to buy friends and political allies-or 
buy off potential enemies-using the com
merce and the economy of the United 
States as its currency. 

This we have done in one way or another 
for 40 years and the beneficiaries have car
ried off whole industries, and still they want 
more, and still experience has not cured us. 

The Caribbean Basin Initiative is an exer
cise in creative financing that mortgages the 
jobs and the futures of many taxpayers in 
four ways, maybe more. 

The first note comes due when you appro
priate, if you appropriate. 

This is a relatively small one, only about 
$1.5 billion total for this year and next. 

The second note-a heavier one-comes 
due when U.S. capital is directed there by 
trade credit insurance and other measures 
when investment is badly needed here for 
modernization, growth, and the creation of 
new jobs. 

I have read that the payment is $1 billion, 
maybe more, in the short term. 

The third note comes when cost-conscious 
U.S. companies build and expand there 
rather than here to take advantage of tax 
credits and the promise of much cheaper 
labor-labor that may not have the right to 
bargain collectively as we know it. 

This note entails the loss of an unknown 
number of jobs that might have been sited 
here to whittle away on the plus 9-percent 
unemployment rate. I know of no way to 
even guess at the number. 

A fourth note-the nasty one, the balloon 
payment at the end-c&Ililot be paid. Fore
closure is automatic. 

The foreclosure on those jobs comes when 
the duty-free imports start flowing under 
what the administration can call the center
piece of its plan and they can do it without 
averting their eyes from the stare of the un
employed-one-way trade. 

They frankly call it one-way trade. We 
can call it gift. 

Here we can calculate roughly. I have 
heard proponents of our existing system of 
one-way trade cite a rule of thumb-$1 bil
lion in U.S. exports equals 40,000 jobs here. 

I suggest that for every rule of thumb 
there is another hand and a mirroring 
thumb to measure by-$1 billion in imports 
by the United States means 40,000 jobs lost 
here. 

The AFL-CIO has testified that the cur
rent standing deficit with the basin nations 
is $3.5 billion. 

I count that as 120,000 jobs, a number 
almost equal to the loss of steel jobs in the 
unprecedented surge of apparently dumped 
and subsidized steel. 

Of course, if this new layer of acknowl
edged one-way trade is successful, it could 
double and even double again what is 
coming in in imports and what is going out 
in jobs-maybe 240,000 or maybe 480,000. 

And there are notes I have not counted 
because I have only two thumbs. I am not 
all thumbs as are some who design trade 
policies. 

Nevertheless, there is another rule of 
thumb-every additional point of unemploy
ment adds $25 billion to the deficit. 

And every additional point of unemploy
ment makes what is a depression in industri
al America deeper because fewer are buying 
and fewer selling, and the road back be
comes that much steeper. 

We have deep structural problems in in
dustrial America. Unemployment is too 
high. Experts are beginning to recognize 
that the trade balance is a major cause of 
the recession. 

But we will have fixed the things the ad
ministration pinpoints as in need of repair 
in the Caribbean Basin; 

Their deep-rooted structural problems; 
and 

Their unemployment rate; and 
Their trade deficits might even turn to 

surpluses; and 
Their declining gross products will rise. 
But the administration proposed to wean 

them after 12 years. 
On the other hand, we have been winking 

at subsidy and dumping and state capitalism 
and cartelization by our major trading part
ners since World War II. 

President after President has done it with
out averting his eyes from the stares of 
workers in the targeted industries. 

They did it-they do it now-to try to buy 
friends and allies and to buy off potential 
enemies. 

So I suspect our new customers suspect 
the 12th year will never come. 

I suspect some will even demand more, as 
Washington warned, about the second year 
of the 12. 

Mr. Chairman, you and I know by sad ex
perience-yours at Sparrow's Point, mine in 
the Mon Valley-that one of the very first 
things a developing nation wants is a hand 
in steel. 

We have financed millions of tons for 
them and we are buying it back now with 
jobs and with dollars. 

We fought together against Eximbank 
support for a wire rod mill in Trinidad
Tobago, one of the Initiative's beneficiary 
nations. 

This mill, substantially government 
owned, 

This mill, not really expected to show a 
profit or needing to, 

This mill, financed in part by American 
steelworkers, 

This mill expects to target 100,000 tons a 
year into the United States virtually free of 
any restraint. 

Of course, success will breed expansion 
and imitation. 

Meanwhile, suppose the International 
Trade Commission of the United States 
orders the levy of countervailing duties and 
tariffs on the basic and specialty steel im
ports that have put 99,000 American steel
workers on layoff and another 26,000 on 
short weeks. 

Many of these new nations formerly were 
connected in colonial days with the old na
tions that are waging the trade war, and 
some cultural kinship remains. 

I think we could then look for efforts to 
slip Europe's excess capacity into the 
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United States-duty-free-through the Car
ibbean Basin initiative. 

The initiative has the look of a loophole. I 
see no protection from their cunning kind of 
trade war in the value-added provision. 
Their cleverness is matched only by their 
determination. 

Mr. Chairman, as you so accurately ob
served in the committee's 1979 hearings, 
and your words were so clear and penetrat
ing that I will quote you: 

"I know nothing in the classical economic 
theory of international trade that says we 
have to subsidize our competition in order 
to qualify as free enterprise . . . 

"Creating inefficient high cost steelmak
ing capacity in poor countries is not good ec
onomics, either for them or for us. 

"How much longer can we countenance a 
course of action which hurts our own work
ers and industry and does nothing to help 
true development and may actually contrib
ute to the widening of the gap between rich 
and poor in many nations." 

Those words of yours are as true now of 
this loophole as they were then of the self
defeating futility you addressed. 

There is no more Justification under the 
principle of comparative advantage for a 
mill in, Trinidad-Tobago than there is room _ 
in nature's law for groves of coconut palms 
in Pittsburgh. 

If either flourishes, survival will require 
great efforts of artificial support. 

The administration knows what it wants 
the initiative to do and says it will be 
enough. 

But what do the Basin nations expect? 
What do they want? 

Yesterday's Wall Street Journal carried a 
report on their view that was based on inter
views with leaders of government and busi
ness around the loop of the Caribbean 
Basin. 

First they quoted a Costa Rican banker, 
who said: 

"It is like spitting on a red hot plate-it 
will just evaporate with a hiss." 

Do you detect some of Mr. Washington's 
reproach there, Mr. Chairman, a suggestion 
that more is necessary? 

The administration has talked a lot about 
agricultural development under the plan. 

But the Journal found it a Panama-based 
business consultant who concluded that the 
only way these nations have out of their 
current difficulties is to expand through as
sembly-type industries-along the lines of 
Taiwan. 

They assemble everything from ships to 
chips in Taiwan, Mr. Chairman. 

Labor intensive, capital intensive, and, in 
the United States, unemployment intensive 
is one likely result. 

The list of worthy exemptions, according 
to what I read, is growing so long that only 
these things will remain. 

Steel too should be exempt, but I realize 
the concern of the committee is with appro
priations. 

On this I have opinions less equivocal 
than those I have just shared, Mr. Chair
man. 

As I understood the administration's ex
planation of the Initiative, there is a call for 
$1.5 billion in direct economic assistance 
this year and next. 

Of this, they want to spend $816 million 
on economic support funds. 

Economic support funds, the administra
tion said, would be used primarily to finance 
private sector imports ... while facilitating 
increased domestic production and employ
ment. 

The administration wants this assistance 
to have the greatest possible impact on local 
production and employment. 

Were I a member of this committee, I 
would move and vote for zero funding, and I 
urge it. 

But if you cannot do that, put as many 
strings around this gift of American jobs as 
you can. 
If they are going to import with our 

money, and you feel they must be given the 
money, give them also a provision that says 
the imports will come from the United 
States. 

Make no exemption from this except for 
things we do not sell. 

This $816 million is a little over 10 percent 
of the nearly dead plan for private capital 
investment in the disintegrating American 
steel industry. 

Provide, if possible, that it cannot be used 
in connection with any enterprise sending 
steel here. 

Forbid using it in any venture that would 
send here a product made in the United 
States if imports of that product from other 
nations account for 10 percent more of the 
American market. 

I chose 10 percent because it is the 
amount of the tithe prescribed for the 
church and all its good works. Choose an
other figure if you like, but make it fair. 

The theme in these suggestions is this: 
Where possible, search for ways to set 

right and true and square any distortions 
that would attempt to transform the princi
ple of comparative advantage into the idea 
of advantage any way you can get it. 

Mr. Chairman, if this were a domestic pro
gram, it would be rightfully scorned and 
ridiculed as the most grossly bloated entitle
ment ever devised. 

I think it is subject to more abuse than we 
have yet seen. 

Furthermore, it gives these two dozen na
tions virtually all the economic rights ac
corded to States of the Union under the 
Constitution. 

And it gives the States unemployment. 
Yet some of these nations are hardly as 

large as big counties and congressional dis
tricts. 

It mixes our politics with our commerce, 
and it mixes them badly, dangerously, in a 
manner that is volatile. 

All nations and all cultures have Proverbs, 
and I will submit to the committee a saying 
from a nonbeneficiary Caribbean nation as 
part of my closing comment. -

My desktop book of National Proverbs 
tells me that in Colombia they say: 

"He who gives all that he has teaches 
himself to beg." 

You know, Mr. Chairman, I think that is 
an attitude we could profitably import and 
use widely.e 

FINANCIAL OUTLOOK FOR 
CHRYSLER CORP. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
a previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Connecticut <Mr. McKIN
NEY) is recognized for 5 minutes. 
e Mr. McKINNEY. Mr. Speaker, I 
would like to bring to the attention of 
my colleagues an article in the June 7 
issue of Forbes magazine regarding 
the financial outlook for the Chrysler 
Corp. The Banking Committee's Eco
nomic Stabilization Subcommittee re
cently held an oversight hearing on 

this subject and received a very en
couraging analysis from Lee lacocca, 
Chrysler's chairman, and representa
tives of the Department of Treasury 
and the Department of Commerce. 
This article provides an unbiased per
spective which I am certain the Mem
bers of this House will appreciate. 

As one Member who spent long, 
hard hours shepherding the Chrysler 
Loan Guarantee Act through the leg
islative process, the conclusion of the 
article is particularly gratifying. The 
reporter states: 

That $1 billion in U.S. loan guarantees 
now looks like a bargain for taxpayers, 
having preserved 65,000 jobs and helped 
blunt the Japanese offensive. 

There is no doubt in my mind that 
the economic rebound we are expect
ing will bring with it a much stronger 
domestic auto industry, thanks in part 
to the new Chrysler Corp. 

Mr. Speaker, I include the article in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

[From Forbes, June 7, 19821 
WIPE THAT SNEER 

<By Jerry Flint) 
Chrysler gets written off so many times 

that it is hard to take it seriously as a candi
date for long-term survival. And yet .... 

"We'll do better than break even," growls 
Chairman Lee Iacocca, predicting that 
June-quarter profits will wipe out the first
quarter operating loss of $89 million. Vice 
Chairman Gerald Greenwald, who calls $100 
million second-quarter profit tough but 
doable, has overseen losses of $3 billion the 
past three years; now he is nesting on a cash 
and quick-asset kitty of $900 million. "Every 
morning I pat it," he says. When he stops 
patting, some of it will go to expand credit 
to dealers and some to customers. 

Selling an extra 100,000 cars would work 
wonders. "We would pocket $250 million 
from that," says Iacocca. Give him 200,000 
more and profits are up an extra $400 mil
lion to $500 million. That's close to $7 for 
every share outstanding; close to the price 
of the stock. "We don't pay any taxes into 
perpetuity," he will remind you. This year 
Chrysler could earn $150 million-if busi
ness gets just a little better-he has predict
ed. 

Is this salesman's talk? Hype? Won't 
Ford's new Topaz group, coming next 
spring, eat up Chrysler's bread-and-butter K 
cars? "It's a stretched Escort [Ford's tiny 
car], no width in it, so they don't scare us at 
all," says the Ford ex-president. "Ford al
ready has a two-seat sporty car and Chrys
ler's is 14 months away. Don't fret. Ford's is 
a dog. No power. It was my idea but I wasn't 
there to style it. I would never get caught 
making a little ferret-like mole car." Gener
al Motors? Here the tone becomes a bit less 
cocky. "GM always will scare you," says Ia
cocca, but he regains his usual force and 
adds: "They're not exactly foolproof on 
their stuff. They expedite a lot of programs, 
I might say, more poorly than we have 
sometimes. 

"They had two lousy launches [last fall's 
midsize A bodies and a year-ago's smaller J 
body cars]. Thank God they blew them. 
They forgot to be marketers." Even GM 
concedes the Js aren't selling. Overpriced, 
underpowered. GM, the superman, looks 
less super now. 
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"If anything, we have gotten better vis-a

vis General Motors," says Iacocca. 
Doubters would say: Fine, but Chrysler 

has shot its wad. The little Omni-Horizon 
car line is tired and the compact K cars are 
two years old. There is nothing beyond that 
in the pipeline but stretched spinoffs of the 
K cars. Tell Iacocca that and he clamps 
down on his cigar and self-ignites. "GM and 
Ford this fall got zilch. Nothing. Nothing 
till next spring. We have our new Dodge and 
New Yorker four-doors. They look like Eu
ropean sedans. We're the only guys out 
there with new cars this fall." Indeed, those 
new Dodge and Chrysler four-doors may be 
stretched K cars, but they don't look like it. 
They are roomier in the rear and lug bigger 
trunks. If bigger cars are still hot -this fall 
these models might be winners. There is the 
G-24 sports car due in late summer 1983. "If 
you hit it lucky, you make 200,000 [remem
ber, Iacocca brags that 200,000 extra sales is 
$400 million extra profit], but even 100,000 
or so is good," says President Harold Sper
lich, another ex-Ford man, Iacocca's 
number three. Come January 1984 there is 
the minivan, a $600 million gamble that a 
smaller, higher-mileage vehicle will relight 
that once-booming market. 

Chrysler is winning the mileage war. Its 
average car gets 28.4 miles per gallon, best 
from Detroit. But now the market wants 
more power. The basic Chrysler four-cylin
der, 2.2-liter engine <all Chrysler gasoline 
car engines will be fours by 1984) will be 
goosed from 81 hp in 1981 tk 94 hp next fall 
and 97 hp with fueh injection next spring, 
and 142 hp fkr the sports car with turbo
charging <which pushes extra air into the 
engine for bursts of power) at $500 to $1,000 
extra. With a whoosh and a turbo whine, 
engineer Robert Sinclair charges from zero 
to 75 miles per hour in a few seconds on a 
rain-splattered Detroit freeway in a turbo
equipped car and apologizes for holding it 
down because of the rain. 

To the extent that a company, a person, is 
master of its destiny, Chrysler has beaten 
the odds. But nobody is entirely the master 
of his fate. The whole U.S. automobile in
dustry is in deep trouble, and Chrysler is in 
no enviable position. 

The Chrysler team did all that it prom
ised: talked Washington into backing $1.2 
billion in loan guarantees to stave off bank
ruptcy; talked the UAW into givebacks; 
prodded customers into the K cars; fired 
tens of thousands forever, ruining careers. 
"It wasn't very pretty," Sperlich says. But 
break-even went from 2.4 million vehicles a 
year to 1.2 million. 

Losses have been cut, from $1.l billion in 
1979 and $1.7 billion in 1980, to $476 million 
last year. The first-quarter operating loss, 
$89 million, was down from $289 million a 
year ago <the tank plant sale gave Chrysler 
first-quarter profits of $150 million>. which 
doesn't look too bad against GM's first
quarter pretax credit loss from operations 
of $260 million and Ford's net loss of $355 
million. Even better, that loss came on fall
ing sales, 201,657 in the quarter, down 19% 
from 250,486 the year before. Total car, 
truck and Canadian sales, which Chrsyler 
counts for its break-even point, were down 
18% from 335,982 to 309,128. April's sales 
were at the same slumping level. 

The costs, indeed, have been cut, but the 
business is frightening. How much under 1.2 
million units can Chrysler cut break-even? 
It can't be cut in half again. "I think we can 
get the 1.2 million down to a million, 
900,000, but now it gets tough. Now it is fi
nesse," says Iacocca. The Chrysler officers 

don't talk of axing people; they talk of com
puters that design gasoline tanks in three 
hours instead of three months, and allocat
ing imported cars to individual U.S. dealers 
when they are loaded on ships in Japan in
stead of doing it from storage lots at U.S. 
ports. Better handling of imports saves $40 
million to $50 million alone, says Green
wald. 

"I don't think we've got more than 10% to 
15% slop left and then we're walking on 
water," Iacocca says. Maybe in the next life, 
he fantasizes, he could do it differently, run 
a Cadillac or Mercedes business, high profit, 
limited volume, recession-proof, but that's 
not Chrysler. 

"Getting our costs down is the price of 
entry; it's .not our success story/' says 
Greenwald. Says Iacocca, "I tell the guys al
ready, as you start to move up you start to 
get requests for projects and costs and 
hiring a few people, and that's how costs 
seep in. We've got to guard against that like 
the plague." 

The real plague is the collapse of the busi
ness. Back in 1973, the record year, 9. 7 bil
lion U.S.-type new cars were retailed <and 3 
million trucks and 1. 7 million imported 
cars>. But U.S.-type car sales have crumbled: 
8.3 million in 1979, 6.6 million in 1980 and 
6.2 million sales last year; about a 5.5-mil
lion-a-year rate so far this year, before a 
couple million imports. A good 40% of the 
market gone. That's quite depressing, but 
it's almost close enough for Chrysler. 

"The old game is over," admits Iacocca. "I 
say you have an 8 million domestic and 
that's all that you can count on, and Chrys
ler had better plan on how to make money 
on8." 

Eight million sales of U.S.-type cars would 
be a blessing. This year's Chrysler projec
tion, and it will take some pickup to get 
there, is 8.3 million car sales, including a 
couple million imports and 2.4 million 
trucks, "which is pretty awful," Sperlich 
says. Even Chrysler's $900 million · kitty 
won't last long if the slump worsens; maybe 
until fall of 1983. "I guess all bets would be 
off if for some reason known only to God, 
there would be no pickup in car sales over 
the next two to four years," Iacocca con
cedes. It seems unlikely, to say the least, 
that the U.S. would permit its car industry, 
for half a century the engine of its econom
ic growth, to shrink much further. 

There isn't too much left to sell. Nor can 
Chrysler trim much in development costs. 
"There is still $7 billion left between now 
and 1986 for new cars, committed," says Ia
cocca. "I could strip out $2 billion and look 
like a hero, but CthenJ I am really going to 
screw the guy who is in charge in 1986." 

Another problem. Chrysler made gains on 
its competitors last year with its K cars. 
Now there are signs-which Iacocca denies
that market share is slipping. Chrysler's car 
market share was 10.4% <including the im
ports> in the first quarter, against 10.6% the 
year before; not much loss, but an end to 
the gains. April slipped too. It's possible 
that the A bodies and the J bodies from GM 
are beginning to cut in. It also may be, as 
Chrysler says, partly because the company 
has abandoned direct buyer rebates of its 
U.S.-type cars, while the competition still is 
using them. But penetration may have 
peaked. Not so, says Iacocca. 

He points to the astounding success of his 
new convertibles, first in the industry, and 
selling at a 50,000-a-year rate. "We'll prob
ably make $100 million net that we hadn't 
counted on just because we found a niche in 
the market. We got 639 orders yesterday, 

639 in one day." The experts said 3,000 a 
year was good. "I had one built for me by 
hand and I drove it for six months. I was 
like the Pied Piper, girls jumped in the car 
again. I said plan on 25,000 in case we hit a 
home run." Chrysler will add expensive op
tions to its soft-top this summer to get 
ready for GM's and Ford's coming converti
bles, but Iacocca is looking for more home 
runs. 

He is stretching the K car into a limousine 
and shooting for 5,000 sales, at $20,000 each. 
He has converted his tiny car <the Omni 
and Horizon) into a sports truck. "It's a 
niche nobody is in and we're getting mostly 
GM and Ford owners." In the car magazines 
and in the garages they are beginning to say 
that Chrysler cars can go, and that is impor
tant in the car business. 

Yet competition keeps coming, and Iacoc
ca admits his Rampage sports truck isn't a 
substitute for the new, hot-selling light 
pickups of GM and Ford. "We just didn't 
have the money," he says. "We've got to 
find more markets like that <convertible), 
and not always be thinking 'I'd like to take 
on the Japanese at the low end with a mini
car.'" They still don't produce the profits. 
"You can't say to a guy who works on your 
luxury car he gets 20 bucks an hour, and if 
he puts in the same hour on a little car he 
gets 10 bucks. Whether it's labor or the 
weight of the car, it's ... well, you have a 
hell of a time making a buck on a little car 
in this country." 

Labor costs are still enormous, $19.52 an 
hour against GM's $21.25. In fact, Green
wald says, hourly labor costs would be 
$17.80 <of which $9.54 is wages) but for the 
layoffs and firings, which means Chrysler's 
worker-to-retiree is 1-to-1 and boosts its pen
sion spending ratio. "I look at my people 
and say, 'Feel good, you worked hard today. 
Go home and tell your wife not only did you 
feed her and your kids but you also fed one 
retiree and his wife,' " the vice chairman 
says. 

Chrysler wants to nip at medical costs, 
which Iacocca says cost $325 million a year, 
or $325 a car, wholesale, and probably $500 
on the sticker. 

In Detroit they joke about podiatrists who 
·do one toe at a time-ten toes, ten visits to 
the podiatrist-all paid by the car buyer; 
druggists who run up the .cost of pills since 
the company, not the worker, pays the bill. 
"There are so many abuses it is wild." Alas, 
t~i.e union considers the fully paid company 
medical plan sacred. 

There also is a chance the new warranty 
may work. Chrysler is offering a five-year, 
50,000-mile warranty, but dropped those 
$300- and $500- and $1,000-a-car rebates. A 
move to save the profits for the company? 
Officials insist it is an effort to prove that 
American cars are better than Japanese. 
"This tells Japan and the rest of the world 
that we put our money where our mouth 
is," says Iacocca. 

A merger? None is in sight. "For someone 
to be interested in us in some major way re
quires us to establish a record of operating 
profits," says Greenwald, "so that no one 
feels that he is going to get dragged down 
with us. Ford and Chrysler isn't going to 
happen." VW, Mitsubishi and French Peu
geot <Chrysler is a 15% partner in Mitsubi
shi and Peugeot) have been mentioned in 
the past. VW is in deep trouble in the U.S. 
itself. Mitsubishi would be a candidate for 
production here in some of Chrysler's 
empty plants. That idea is alive and under 
study, but nothing has happened yet. 
Chrysler will use a Peugeot engine in 1983 
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small cars and is working on a joint car proj
ect, but that's not a merger. Chrysler offi
cials say that they like the idea of protect
ing themselves around the world by having 
alliances or joint ventures. Although the sit
uation is still desperate, it is no longer im
possible. 

That $1 billion in U.S. loan guarantees 
now looks like a bargain for taxpayers, 
having preserved 65,000 jobs and helped 
blunt the Japanese offensive. 

MILITARY WIDOWS AND SUR
VIVING CHILDREN BENEFITS 
RESTORATION ACT 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

a previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Mississippi, <Mr. MONT
GOMERY) is recognized for 5 minutes. 
e Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker, 
today I and my colleagues the distin
guished gentleman for California, <Mr. 
EDWARDS), and the distinguished gen
tleman from Pennsylvania <Mr. EDGAR) 
are introducing two bills to restore 
benefits to widows and children of cer
tain veterans who were killed while on 
active duty in the Armed Forces, or 
died from service-connected disabil
ities related to their military service. 

The benefits which would be re
stored were paid under the provisions 
of the Social Security Act prior to the 
Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 
1981 <Public Law 97-35). One of the 
bills would require the branch of the 
Armed Forces in which the veteran 
served to pay the benefits. The other 
bill would require that the benefits be 
paid by the Social Security Adminis
tration, as was the case before the en
actment of Public law 97-35. 

One of the provisions of the Omni
bus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981 
ended entitlement to social security 
benefits for a surviving parent caring 
for a child or children when the 
youngest child reaches age 16 rather 
than 18. This provision of the social 
security program is generally ref erred 
to as a mother's benefit. The mother's 
benefit provision took effect in Sep
tember 1981, but did not include, for 
an additional 2 years after the eff ec
tive date, those who were receiving the 
benefit in August 1981. 

Another provision of the Omnibus 
Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981 has 
ended or reduced educational social se
curity benefits effective August 1, 
1982, paid to adult children ages 18 
through 22 who are taking postsecond
ary education courses. Since August 1, 
1982 no payments are permitted past 
age 18 for a child attending college or 
taking higher education, or past age 19 
for a child attending high school. Pay
ments to children on the date of en
actment are being gradually reduced 
or phased out over a 4-year period 
which began on May 1, 1982. 

Budget estimates indicate that by 
fiscal year 1983, these two provisions 
in the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation 
Act of 1981 will affect a total of more 
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than 200,000 surviving spouses and be
tween 700,000 to 800,000 students for 
an estimated saving of $597 million in 
fiscal year 1982, which will gradually 
increase to $2.5 billion annually in 
fiscal year 1986, which is the year that 
the 4-year phaseout of student educa
tional benefits which I previously 
mentioned, will end. 

The bills, however, will restore these 
benefits to the survivors of those who 
gave their lives for their country at an 
unofficially estimated cost of approxi
mately $25 million in the out years 
ahead. I am told that there are about 
43,000 widows of service-connected de
ceased veterans. Based on information 
from the Veterans' Administration, 
the number affected by the reductions 
are 26,500 surviving spouses and 70,000 
children of veterans who died during 
the Vietnam era conflict or later, as a 
result of service-connected disabilities. 
The majority of the beneficiaries in
cluded surviving spouses and children 
of the Vietnam era conflict, an esti
mated 20,000 surviving spouses and 
50,000 children. 

Mr. Speaker, we have a good pro
gram for the survivors of veterans. As 
the Members know, the Veterans' Ad
ministration has in place a compre
hensive program of rights and benefits 
for veterans and their survivors. For 
service-connected deceased veterans, 
the Veterans' Administration adminis
ters a program ref erred to as depend
ency and indemnity compensation 
<DIC) which provides monthly pay
ments to survivors based on the pay 
grade of the veteran which ranges 
from $415 to $1,138 a month. The Vet
erans' Administration also administers 
an educational assistance program for 
surviving spouses and children with 
payments the same as provided for 
Vietnam veterans taking GI bill train
ing. The surviving spouse and each 
child are entitled to educational assist
ance of $342 a month for a total of 45 
months. In addition, there are other 
benefits provided by the Veterans' Ad
ministration. 

Mr. Speaker, while the benefits that 
would be restored by either of the bills 
are not veterans benefits administered 
by the Veterans' Administration, they 
nevertheless were earned under the 
social security program, while the vet
eran was on active duty in the Armed 
Forces, and are part of the package of 
rights and benefits to which the sur
virors of persons who made the su
preme sacrifice expected until they 
were reduced or ended by the Omni
bus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981. 
It was in reliance on these benefits 
that many widows made long-range 
plans for the education and training of 
the surviving children of their de
ceased spouses. The Omnibus Budget 
Reconciliation Act of 1981 precipitous
ly terminated these benefits. In many 
instances, the widows and children 
have had to drastically alter long-held 

plans for the education of the survi
vors of these veterans. 

Mr. Speaker, Mr. EDWARDS, Mr. 
EDGAR, and I believe that we owe the 
highest priority to those who gave 
their lives for their country. There
fore, to do justice and equity for the 
survivors of these servicepersons who 
died defending this Nation, we have 
introduced the two bills that will, we 
hope, receive early and favorable at
tention.e 

RESULTS OF POLL OF CALIFOR
NIA'S NINTH CONGRESSIONAL 
DISTRICT 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

a previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from California <Mr. STARK), is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 
•Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, in mid
February, I conducted a poll of regis
tered voters in the Ninth Congression
al District. The response was good, 
and the results have been extremely 
useful to me in understanding the 
mood and concerns of the people of 
the East Bay area. I believe the results 
may also be of use to my colleagues in 
adjoining districts. 

Most congressional mail is from con
stituents seeking a particular goal; 
much mail comes in the form of orga
nized letter writing campaigns. Thus, 
it is extremely helpful to be able to 
step back and get a broader range of 
more disinterested views. 

Basically, the people of the East Bay 
communities are deephy concerned 
about the size of the Federal deficits 
and the impact of those deficits on 
jobs and the economy. They are will
ing to make sacrifices to dramatically 
lower those deficits, including being 
willing to forego even this summer's 
tax cut. I would like to say to my con
stituents that I have voted against all 
four major budget resolutions-the 
President's, the House Budget Com
mittee's, and the compromise budget
because they all left the level of defi
cits far too high. 

The people of my area are also 
deeply concerned about the level of 
arms buildup and strongly support ef
forts to get weapons control and re
duction negotiations underway. 

Also, the Ninth Congressional Dis
trict is firm in believing that the Fed
eral Government should not be in
volved in personal, family matters. 

The questions I posed-minus back
ground information-and the percent
age response to each question is print
ed below, along with a total of the re
sponses from each community in the 
Ninth Congressional District. 

To all the people who wrote-and 
many wrote long letters and extended 
comments-I want to express my 
thanks. You help make this job better 
and easier by helping me see past the 
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daily mail campaigns and into the 
broad stream of thought in our area. 

QUESTIONNAIRE RESULTS, 1982 

Yes ' No 

1. siwu.~ the President and f.ongress reduced the size of the 
de ICll. ..................................................................................... 93.4 6.6 

2. If yes, should we: 

~: ~'C ~= ~NJ-u~: .. ~~~.:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ~U m 
c. Enact a program of tax reform restoring certain taxes 

on oil companies, corporations and wealthy individ-
uals? ............................................................................... 84.0 16.0 

d. Cut programs such as social security (entitlement 

e. rm:m~cise' !3Xi!S"iiii "1iixiiiY ' iieiiis?': ::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ~g m 
f. Cut General Government programs?................................. 67.7 32.3 
g. Adopt a constitutional amendment requiring a bal-

anced budget except in times of emergency? ................ 41.4 58.6 
3. Would wage and price controls slow inflation more 

effectively than the President's economic program? ................ 48.0 52.0 
4. a. Should the United States slow its rate of military 

spe~il~ease"iiie"raie?:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: : m ~~:: 
c. Offer new initiatives to get the arms talks moving?...... 85.5 14.5 

5. Do~ feel the world situation is gettin~ dangerous?... 77.4 22.6 
6. a. b. Ft' ~vor00t~ghf~.! ~ cor\~ti~~I? aiiieiidmeni" 80.9 19.l 

prohibition abortion?........................................................ 1 64.0 .......... .. 
7. Do you believe that when teaching evolution, the teaching 

of the theory of creationism shoo Id be required by law?........ 37 .9 62.l 
8. Do you favor cutbacks in family planning assistance to 

low-income families? ................................................................ 31.2 68.8 
9. Would you favor reforms to reduce campaign expenditures? .. 77.0 .......... .. 

If yes, what measures do you favor? 
a. Limit the amount that can be spent by all 

_b. ~~ iiiiii1Fiiii.1'iieiiii'iii"i:0iiiiressiiiiiai"race5?::: ~~:~ :::::::::::: 
1 12.2 of total respondants. 
Note: Tallied responses (numbers) : Union Citv, 89; San Lorenzo, 385; San 

Leandro, p31; Oakland, 2,213; Pleasanton, 513; Livermore, 817; Hayward, 
400; Dublin, 158; Alameda, 1,160; Castro Valley, 774.e 

FORMER CONVICT TO BE AIR 
CONTROLLER AGAIN 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
a previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Michigan <Mr. FORD) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 
•Mr. FORD of Michigan. Mr. Speak
er, a recent edition of the Chicago 
Tribune carried an article about a con
victed heroin dealer who was reinstat
ed as an air traffic controller after 
serving time in a Federal penitentiary. 

The reason that I bring this to the 
attention of my colleagues is the 
Reagan administration's policy toward 
rehiring controllers who were fired 
after last summer's strike. It is the ad
amant position of the administration 
that these people broke the law and 
thus forfeited the right to their jobs. 

It seems ironic to me that a convict
ed heroin pusher is acceptable in an 
air traffic control tower when control
lers whose only crime was to stop 
working to protest deplorable condi
tions are not. This is especially diffi
cult to understand in light of a con
troller shortage that is delaying air 
traffic. 

The administration says that rehir
ing the discharged controllers would 
pose safety problems as a result of 
friction in the towers. Personally, I 
think this is a specious argument. 

And it loses even an appearance of 
credence when the FAA says tacitly 
that rehiring a drug dealer poses no 
threat to air safety, but that reem
ployment of strikers would. 

This is the most blatant double 
standard I have encountered. 

I submit the Chicago Tribune article 
for the edification of my colleagues, as 
follows: 

CFrom the Chicago Tribune May 18, 19821 
FAA DECIDES FORMER CONVICT CAN BE AIR 

CONTROLLER AGAIN 
A strike-breaking air traffic controller 

who applied for work from a prison cell can 
keep his job directing planes, Federal Avia
tion Administration officials ruled Monday. 

Clyde Campbell Jr. is assigned to the 
FAA's air route traffic control center in sub
urban Aurora. 

He has been restricted to administrative 
tasks and banned from controlling planes 
since FAA officials discovered Sept. 11 that 
he had served time in federal prison in Lex
ington, Ky., after pleading guilty to selling 
heroin in Atlanta. 

Campbell, who worked as a controller be
tween 1971 and 1979, listed on his applica
tion for reinstatement last year that he had 
been convicted of a felony and gave the 
prison as his current address. 

He was paroled July 6, and contacted by 
the FAA about the job Aug. 3, when a strike 
by the Professional Air Traffic Controllers 
Organization was imminent. PATCO struck 
Aug. 4 and Campbell was hired Aug. 5. 

FAA officials said in September that 
Campbell's record apparently was over
looked by harried agency staff members 
seeking experienced controllers to replace 
those on strike. 

A spokesman for the agency said Camp
bell began training Monday for recertifica
tion as a controller at Aurora. Federal per
sonnel regulations encourage the' rehabilita
tion of convicted felons and such persons 
are not barred from government jobs, the 
spokesman said. 

Aviation officials said Campbell also has 
been placed on one year's probation and 
could be fired if he is discovered using drugs 
or is convicted of another crime during that 
time. 

FAA officials said he had an excellent 
record as a controller from 1971 to 1979, 
when he quit. He pleaded guilty to the 
heroin charge in May 1980.e 

IT IS TIME FOR ALL TO JOIN IN 
SUPPORT OF OLYMPIC COIN 
BILL 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

a previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Illinois, <Mr . .ANNuNzro) 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 
e Mr. ANNUNZIO. Mr. Speaker, as 
you know, the House of Representa
tives approved my Olympic coin pro
posal by a vote of 302 to 84. As a 
result, we are now on the road to 
having an Olympic coin program of 
which we can all be proud. All that is 
needed for this bill to become law is 
the endorsement of the full Congress 
and the signature of the President. I 
respectfully urge the administration 
to wholeheartedly support this legisla
tion so that our Olympic athletes can 
begin receiving the money they need 
to prepare for the 1984 summer games 
to be held in Los Angeles. 

The House-passed version of S. 1230 
provides for the minting of both gold 
and silver coins. One silver dollar will 
be issued in 1983; the other will be re
leased in 1984 along with the first gold 

commemorative coin in over 50 years. 
These coins will be sold directly to the 
public by the mint, with all of the pro
ceeds from their sale going to our ama
teur athletes. This plan could raise as 
much as $600 million for the Olympic 
committees at absolutely no expense 
to the American taxpayer. 

Although the issue of striking coins 
to commemorate the 1984 summer 
Olympics and raise money for our ath
letes has been the subject of consider
able debate, the House vote surely in
dicates widespread support for my 
compromise bill. Indeed, this proposal 
received a truly bipartisan endorse
ment, with support coming from every 
segment of the political spectrum. Few 
pieces of legislation have had such a 
diverse group of proponents. It seems 
to me that the House mandate should 
serve as a signal to the administration 
as it clearly reflects not only the 
wishes of this Congress, but also the 
wishes of the American people. 

The Members of the House of Rep
resentatives are not the only Govern
ment officials who support my Olym
pic coin proposal. The virtues of this 
bill have been discussed by both the 
Treasurer of the United States, Angela 
Buchanan, and the former Director of 
the Mint under Presidents Nixon and 
Ford, Mary T. Brooks. 

In testimony before the Subcommit
tee on Consumer Affairs and Coinage, 
Angela Buchanan said that "we are 
confident that the mint would do well 
in marketing the coins under Chair
man .ANNuNzro's proposal." She also 
stated that the mint could raise $87 
million for the Olympic committees 
just from using the Bureau's numis
matic mailing list. The Olympic com
mittees will receive $31 million of this 
sum within 4 months of the final pas
sage of my Olympic coin bill. Since the 
numismatic mailing list can only be 
used in a Government-run coin pro
gram, the aforementioned $87 million 
is available to the athletes only under 
my compromise bill, as the rival pro
posals called for private marketing in 
the United States. 

Mary T. Brooks told the subcommit
tee that the provision: "to authorize 
the U.S. Mint to strike one coin <in> 
each of two years • • • of silver • • • is 
excellent." After making similar com
ments about the gold coin she said 
that: "The U.S. Mint is extremely 
well-equipped to carry out this pro
gram, and they have the largest nu
mismatic mailing list in the world • • • 
it is quite clear that the compromise 
plan • • • will actually provide more 
money to the Olympic Games on a 
quicker basis than will the <other) 
plan." 

It is clear to me that these two ex
perts, by virtue of their considerable 
expertise in this area, are ideally 
suited to comment on the issue of 
striking official U.S. commemorative 
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coins. Their favorable remarks are not 
only personally encouraging, but 
should also convince those who must 
approve this legislation before final 
enactment. 

We have all worked long and hard to 
achieve an Olympic coin program that 
would be acceptable to all of the par
ties concerned. The longer that we 
delay the final enactment of this pro
posal, the longer the athletes go with
out the funds they so desperately 
need. The House of Representatives 
has passed an Olympic coin bill that 
will raise up to $600 million for our 
Olympic athletes. It is time for the ad
ministration to show its support for 
our Olympic athletes by endorsing 
this fundraising effort. The leaders of 
the host nation can ill-afford to do 
less.e 

Most of these people, if not all of 
these people, prefer not to have a 
handout. What they prefer, Mr. 
Speaker, is to find a mechanism by 
which we can give them a handup. 

Mr. Grace has since stated in the 
New York Times and in several period
icals, of course, that have come out in 
various parts of the Nation that he 
made an oratorical mistake and that 
he apologizes for making that oratori
cal mistake. 

Mr. Speaker, an oratorical mistake 
may be one thing, but a slip is yet 
something else. This is not the first 
time that the poor of this Nation have 
been faced with an insensitive person 
at the helm talking about making cer
tain that the private sector and the 
trickle-down theory can function and 
that we should be much more sensitive 
toward following that road and that 

0 example. 
PUERTO RICANS AND FO D My feeling about that, Mr. Speaker, 

ST AMPS is as the chairman of the Congression-
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under al Hispanic caucus and as a proud 

a previous order of the House, the gen- Puerto Rican, a person who was born 
tleman from New York, <Mr. GARCIA) in the city I represent, the city of New 
is recognized for 30 minutes. York, but of two parents who arrived 

Mr. GARCIA. Mr. Speaker, I thank in New York just as many other 
you for this opportunity. This is the people have arrived, just looking for a 
third Congress that I have been in, the better way of life and trying to raise a 
95th, the 96th, and this being the family, to make certain that we all 
97th. I have never taken out time in . had our education. 
this section of the business of the Con- Mr. Grace was born in a totally dif
gress to speak on a matter which I f erent atmosphere. He was born in an 
consider to be of the utmost impor- atmosphere of polo ponies and private 
tance as it pertains to a community clubs. There is a big· difference be
within our country, a group of Ameri- tween the world from which he comes 
cans who we can approximate as be- and the world from which so any 
tween 7 million and 8 million who Puerto Ricans come from. 
reside in the United States itself and we have refused to accept his apol-
on the Island of Puerto Rico. ogy because the only apology we will 

Last week while speaking in Dallas, accept is if and when Mr. Grace steps 
Tex., the Chairman of The Private down from that position as the head 
Sector Survey on Cost Control, Mr. J. of this Government watchdog commit
Peter Grace, speaking before the tee. 
American Feed & Grain Manufactur- Mr. Speaker, it seems to me that 
ers Association, and this statement those who may understand the words 
came over the wire services, Mr. "oratorical mistake" may compare it 
Speaker, the United Press wire that to what we call a poet's license or 
we have back behind your desk, at ap- poetic license in which a poet has dis
proximately 4:37 p.m. on Thursday, cretion to write words as he sees fit to 
May 27, Mr. J. Peter Grace in Dallas, make the poem a complete poem and 
Tex., the head of this organization, to be able to have that poem interpret
whose official title is "The Private ed. He does not have a poetic license, 
Sector Survey on Cost Control" but is and my sense of what he said was that 
really a Government spending-watch- those statements would never have 
dog committee, said_ that- been made had they been made before 

There are presently 900,000 Puerto Ricans the American Grain Association who 
who live in the City of New York and they was having their meeting or their con
are all on food stamps. vention, let us say, in the city of New 

He went on to say that 2.1 million York. 
Puerto Ricans were living on the Why should he pick Dallas? Why 
mainland, but then went on to also should he pick Dallas to make those 
talk about the Puerto Ricans who live statements? Because he probably felt 
in Puerto Rico and stating that- secure that in the city of Dallas, be-

The Food Stamp Program is basically a cause there were no Puerto Ricans, or 
subsidy program for the Puerto Ricans. very few to speak of, that it would not 

I take offense with that, Mr. Speak- be picked up. -
er, because both you and I know that It was picked up by the press and it 
poverty is no joke. Yes; there are was sent out throughout the country. 
many persons in this country, 20 mil- Both myself and my colleague from 
lion to be exact, who today are forced the island of Puerto Rico, the Con
to use food stamps as a way of life. gressman from Puerto Rico, BALTASAR 

CoRRADA Del Rio, have issued state
ments in which we have asked for the 
resignation of Mr. J. Peter Grace as 
the head of this very important com
mittee. 

Mr. CORRADA. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GARCIA. At this time I would 
like to yield to my colleague from 
Puerto Rico, BALTASAR CORRADA, be
cause there are some statements he 
would also like to make as it pertains 
to Mr. J. Peter Grace. 

Mr. CORRADA. I thank the gentle
man for yielding and commend him 
for taking this time to discuss this 
matter. 

I, too, have been troubled by the re
marks of J. Peter Grace in Dallas. 
When he says that the food stamp 
program has mainly become a pro
gram to subsidize Puerto Ricans he 
has made not only an oratorical mis
take but a very serious factual mis
take. 

The figures are these: There are 
23,036,722 Americans receiving food 
stamps. If you exclude those from 
Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, and 
Guam who receive food stamps, the 
program still serves 21,169,130 Ameri
cans who reside in the U.S. mainland 
and most of these Americans, may I 
say, are whites from rural areas, 
blacks from large cities and the South, 
and unemployed workers from all 
backgrounds, many of whom have 
been recently laid off as the result of 
the current recession and the increase 
in the level of unemployment. 

When Mr. Grace indicated that this 
was an oratorical mistake he com
pounded the mistake by adding that 
he was alluding to the situation that 
the total population of the island of 
Puerto Rico represents 1.4 percent of 
the total national population. Howev
er, he indicated that Puerto Ricans 
represent 8.1 percent of the total food 
stamp recipients. 

Of course, Mr. Speaker, I think 
again here we see the fallacy of Mr. 
Grace's arguments, because it is not 
fair to estimate the percentage of the 
total Puerto Rican population vis-a-vis 
the total national population. 

As a businessman he should have 
looked at the figures of what is the 
percentage of Puerto Ricans vis-a-vis 
the total poor population of the 
United States because the food stamp 
program is a program based on the eli
gibility criteria fashioned by Congress 
that is a program to help the poor of 
this Nation and the people of low 
income. 

It so happens that Puerto Ricans do 
represent 8.1 percent of the total poor 
people of this Nation and, therefore, 
their share in the food stamp program 
is not any less nor any more of what 
the proportion of poor Puerto Ricans 
represent of the total poor of the 
Nation. 
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Let me say this: I feel that it is a sad 

situation that Puerto Ricans should 
have to participate so largely in the 
food stamp program. I wish we had all 
of the employment in Puerto Rico to 
offer to our 22.6 percent unemployed 
so that they could have a job rather 
than food stamps. 

I think it is sad that we have so 
many poor people in Puerto Rico to 
take care of and I am sure that in 
their dignity they would hope that 
they had their own means to find a 
way to provide food for themselves 
and their families. 

0 1415 
Mr. Grace, who is supposed to be a 

remarkable businessman, ought to be 
talking not about these sad figures to 
tell how the poor must resort to these 
progams; he ought to be talking, as a 
businessman, what economic policies 
we can design so that the economic de
velopment and the social development 
of this Nation, including Puerto Rico, 
will get us to the point where there 
will not be any need to take care of 
people by providing them with food 
stamps. 

Furthermore, let me say that over 60 
percent of those who are on food 
stamps in Puerto Rico, 700,000 of 
them are children, dependent children 
of poor families, over 300,000 of them 
are elderly people over age 65, 200,000 
of them are handicapped people, 
200,000 of them are unemployed 
people, and several hundred thousand 
more are people who are employed but 
they are underemployed in the sense 
that their wages and salaries are not 
sufficient to take care of all the nutri
tional needs of their families. 

So I resent these statements of Mr. 
Grace. I believe they are out of touch 
of reality, they reflect a total insensi
tivity toward the needs of the poor 
Americans, as well as Puerto Ricans 
who are U.S. citizens, whether they 
reside on the mainland or in Puerto 
Rico. I think his statements are a dis
service to President Reagan. 

Personally, I know that the Presi
dent holds in high regard the Island of 
Puerto Rico and Puerto Ricans as indi
viduals. I may disagree with some of 
his socioeconomic philosophies, but 
personally, I believe he holds in high 
regard Puerto Ricans and the Island 
of Puerto Rico. I believe that the 
statements of Mr. Grace do a great 
disservice to the President and that 
Mr. Grace ought to step down from 
his position, obviously throwing his in
ability and his incapacity to deal with 
sensitive issues such as these are. 

Mr. WEISS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. GARCIA. I yield to my col
league, the gentleman from New York. 

Mr. WEISS. I thank my colleague 
for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, at the outset I want to 
commend my two distinguished col-

leagues, the gentleman from New 
York <Mr. GARCIA) and the gentleman 
from Puerto Rico <Mr. CORRADA). I 
think that this is a very important 
issue and it is a matter of concern to 
every Member of this House and 
indeed to every American. 

As a private citizen, Mr. Grace has 
the right to utter whatever foolishness 
or nonsense he wants to engage in, no 
matter how prejudicial it may be to 
any or all Americans. As someone who 
holds his position by appointment of 
the President of the United States, I 
do not believe that he has the luxury 
in the guise of that position to make 
statements which clearly are prejudi
cial, in this instance to Puerto Rican 
Americans. We have heard similar 
statements over the course of our his
tory about many, many other ethnic, 
religious, and racial groupings of 
Americans. We had thought that we 
were making some real progress, and I 
think that we have been. I think that 
when you have a kind of throwback, as 
Mr. Grace's statement is, then there is 
an obligation on his part to demon
strate that he really means his apol
ogy and to understand how serious it 
is. I think the way that he can best 
demonstrate that is by stepping down 
from the position that he holds. I 
would hope that if he does not do it 
voluntarily, perhaps the White House 
and the President would encourage 
him to do so, fn the best interests of 
both the administration and the 
people of this Na ti on. 

I want to commend the gentleman 
from New York <Mr. GARCIA) and the 
gentleman from Puerto Rico <Mr. CoR
RADA) again for their leadership in 
heightening sensitivity to the outra
geousness of the remark that Mr. 
Grace made, and by their reaction and 
by raising that sensitivity, making sure 
that it will not quickly or easily be re
peated. 

Mr. GARCIA. I thank my colleague 
from New York. 

Mr. Speaker, I would just like to add 
that there are a number of other orga
nizations which have joined with us in 
terms of a protest and in terms of tele
grams to the President, demanding the 
resignation of Mr. J. Peter Grace, and 
amongst those are the Mexican-Ameri
can Legal Defense League, the League 
of Latin American Communities, La 
Raza, the Puerto Rican Defense Fund, 
the United Bronx Parents, the Puerto 
Rico Forum, many local organizations, 
such as Pramesa, and the Association 
of Puerto Rican Executive Directors 
who at the present time have about 30 
or 40 organizations throughout the 
city of New York and throughout the 
region. I add those onto this record, 
Mr. Speaker, so that it becomes very 
clear that this is an issue that has 
really hit home. 

Yesterday there were several hun-
dred of us who picketed in front of the 
Grace Building, which is located on 

42d Street between Fifth and Sixth 
A venue. It was a magnificent display 
of people who came forward, persons 
who came directly from their jobs, 
persons who came carrying their atta
che cases, blue collar workers, persons 
with the good old striped suits and 
striped ties. People who just felt so 
outraged by these statements took 
some time off from work to be with us. 
My phone, last Thursday, Friday, and 
Saturday, I could not put down for a 
minute, Mr. Speaker, because the 
phone never stopped ringing because 
of the outrage. The switchboards of 
the New York Daily News, the New 
York Times, the Grace Co. itself, were 
inundated with calls by irate citizens. 
They were not just Puerto Ricans; 
they were people who were concerned. 

In an editorial in the New York 
Daily News that came out the other 
day, they stated very clearly that all 
thoughtful Americans are justifiably 
outraged by J. P. Grace's comments 
that food stamps are basically a subsi
dy for Puerto Ricans. And then it 
went on to state that sure, many 
Puerto Ricans receive food stamps. 
There is no question that the Island is 
in the middle of a deep recession. But 
so do hundreds of thousands of other 
Americans. And J. P. Grace should 
know better than to take a cheap shot 
at a group of people who have proven 
themselves time and time again the 
best of American citizens. Then the ar
ticle went on to say that Mr. Grace 
has apologized. But an apology is truly 
not enough. Those persons who know 
me know that I have never really 
pushed a point, and there are times 
that I have gone to the other side of 
the aisle to deal with legislation be
cause I felt that it was the right thing 
to do for the people that I represent. 
So this becomes now a real question of 
principle. It becomes something that is 
very real to the Puerto Rican commu
nity, very real to thoughtful Ameri
cans. We can no longer afford-we 
have too many divisions in our Nation 
right now between the very wealthy 
and the very poor-to have persons 
make irresponsible statements, wheth
er they be against Hispanics or blacks 
or poor whites. We can no longer 
afford that. We need somebody who is 
going to bring people together and not 
constantly divide. I think that the 
statements that were made by Mr. 
Grace are statements of division, as 
opposed to statements of conciliation, 
bringing all of us together. 

Mr. SIMON. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. GARCIA. I yield to the gentle
man from Illinois. 

Mr. SIMON. Mr. Speaker, I just 
walked on the floor and heard the 
comments. I want to associate myself 
with the gentleman's remarks and to 
go beyond that, because I am con
cerned, despite the fine work, the ex-

c 

' 
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cellent work, done by our colleague 
BALTASAR CORRADA. In fact, the citizens 
of this country who are of Puerto 
Rican background have had the short 
end of the stick, particularly those 
who live in the Commonwealth of 
Puerto Rico. One of these days I think 
the people of Puerto Rico and the 
people of this country, are going to 
have to make a more fundamental de
cision. If the citizens of Puerto Rico 
want statehood, I hope we will join 
with an announcement by the Presi
dent that he would support a move
ment in that direction. I think if we 
had two Senators and full voting 
Members of the House here, we would 
not have had some of the cutbacks 
that impacted on Puerto Rico that we 
have had this past year. 

I think the statement by Mr. Grace 
is particularly unfortunate when we 
have in fact given our good citizens of 
Puerto Rico the short end of the stick. 

Mr. GARCIA. I thank my colleague, 
the gentleman from Illinois. 

Mr. CORRADA. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GARCIA. I yield to my col
league, the gentleman from Puerto 
Rico. 

Mr. CORRADA. Mr. Speaker, I ap
preciate, of course, the remarks of our 
distinguished colleague and friend 
PAUL SIMON. 

Let me point out, just to illustrate 
the situation of the lack of political 
clout, that just recently, precisely, 
change was made to the food stamp 
program to provide a block grant that 
is not accorded nor provided to any 
other region or State in the land, 
which results in a slash of more than 
25 percent of the funds that were 
being provided under the program, 
something, by the way, that Mr. Grace 
very carefully did not mention in his 
speech; in other words, that this cut
back had already been made and that 
it will result in a reduction in over 
$300 million in the food stamp pro
gram in Puerto Rico for the fiscal year 
1983. 

Mr. SIMON. If my colleague will 
yield further, that was a much greater 
cutback than was made in the other 50 
States. 

Mr. CORRADA. The gentleman is 
entirely correct. It shows the need to 
strengthen the political clout of Amer
ican citizens in our island. I really ap
preciate the statement of our col
league. 

Mr. SIMON. If my colleague will 
yield further, I think what our col
league <Mr. CoRRADA) has said simply 
underscores what is a reality, and that 
is the commonwealth status is second
class citizen status. I do not think we 
can get around that. Sooner or later 
the people of Puerto Rico are either 
going to choose the course of inde
pendence, which I personally think, 
both from their viewpoint and from 
the viewpoint of our country, would 

not be desirable, or they are going to 
move in the direction of statehood. I 
think the sooner we face up to that re
ality, both in Puerto Rico and in the 
50 present States, the better off we all 
are. 

Mr. GARCIA. I thank my colleague 
for his statements. 

Mr. Chairman, I would just like to 
say that the interesting thing about 
the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico is 
that the decision will be made some 
day in the future as to what that 
status may be, whether it be a State, 
an independent nation, or whether it 
remain in its present status as a com
monwealth. 

But I would just like to state that in 
Puerto Rico we have the highest voter 
participation of any place in the free 
world. Eighty-five percent of those eli
gible to vote participate in an election 
in Puertk Rico, and everyone in 
Puerto Rico has a political opinion. 
They will voice that opinion if and 
when the time should come. 

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GARCIA. I yield to the gentle
man from Illinois. 

Mr. DERWINSKI. I thank the gen
tleman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I did not hear the com
plete discussion, so forgive me if I am 
accidentally covering old material. But 
I appreciate the concern over the 
statements attributed to Mr. Grace, 
and I think the criticism is well found
ed. 

I also take note of the fact, for ex
ample, that I for one have been a long
time advocate of Puerto Rican state
hood. That is an issue which properly 
will be decided by the people of Puerto 
Rico; and in the process, the figure 
that the gentleman just cited, that of 
the high participation of voters, will 
hopefully be a demonstration to all in
terested observers around the world 
that when the people on the island 
make that decision it will be in the 
finest example of contribution in the 
democratic spirit. I would think that 
we all want a continued, progressive, 
effective relationship between the 
mainland, if you want to call it that, 
and Puerto Rico, regardless of the 
technical turn of events, and that we 
all appreciate what has been a mutual
ly beneficial relationship over the last 
80 years. 

0 1430 
Mr. GARCIA. Mr. Speaker, I thank 

my colleague from Illinois. 
I yield 3 minutes to my colleague, 

the gentleman from Michigan <Mr. 
CONYERS). 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I want 
to thank my colleague, the gentleman 
from New York, for bringing to my at
tention the comments made by the 
head of the President's watchdog com
mittee over Government spending, 
who I hope inadvertently suggested 

' 

that the Federal food stamp program 
is basically a subsidy for Puerto 
Ricans. 

I have not heard a statement as in
flammatory as that since I can recall 
the sick and distorted humor of a 
former head of the Department of Ag
riculture, who had a penchant for 
making ethnic references that were to
tally out of place; so I am not here to 
rail and rant or return epithets with a 
person of this very limited perception, 
but I would like to ask my colleague if 
there has been any further develop
ment from the comments issued in re
sponse to this by a White House 
spokesman, Mr. Larry Speaks, who 
said that he considered Mr. Grace's 
apology as sufficient and that a dis
missal was not considered likely. 

I yield to the gentleman. 
Mr. GARCIA. My feelings on that 

have been voiced over the last several 
days, but obviously that is not suffi
cient. Obviously, the only thing that 
the President could do at this point is 
ask for his resignation, because as long 
as J . Peter Grace remains as head of 
this committee, that committee will be 
taint ed because of the shortsighted
ness, the obnoxious statements, the 
lies that he perpetrated, the lies that 
he put forth in that speech in Dallas. 

It seems to me that as long as he re
mains in that position, that that com
mittee will not really serve the func
tion that I am sure the President 
would like it to serve. 

Mr. CONYERS. Well, I think the 
gentleman serves a very important in
terest that goes beyond this vicious 
slander that has been perpetrated 
upon a very important segment of our 
citizenry, because as the gentleman al
ludes, it is not just this isolated 
remark, as venomous as it is; it was the 
additional comments made in the 
speech, which also were loaded with 
inaccuracies and misstatements and 
slanders. Is that not correct? 

Mr. GARCIA. That is absolutely cor
rect. 

Mr. CONYERS. Well, then, this 
means that the whole program of the 
President, notwithstanding his good 
intentions on the program headed by 
Mr. Grace, is now under a cloud that 
can in the interests of good govern
ment and good Americanism be cured 
only by the removal of Mr. Grace. 

Maybe if others would come for
ward, because there is always the 
tendency, as my colleague knows, for 
someone to think that this is a politi
cal attack or that there is a partisan 
motive. 

I want to make it clear that I would 
be saying the same thing in this well 
no matter who made that statement; 
and it seems to me that perhaps we 
can get Republican Members of Con
gress, or Republican Puerto Ricans, if 
there are any, or somebody, maybe the 
gentleman is considered too liberal to 

. 
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offer this incredibly reasonable resolu
tion to the problem; but I do not think 
it should be left to a White House 
spokesman saying that the apology is 
sufficient. 

Mr. GARCIA. If my colleague would 
yield, I think I can terminate this half 
hour that we have been granted. To
morrow my colleague, the gentleman 
from Puerto Rico, BALTASAR CORRADA, 
and I will be circulating a letter to all 
Members of Congress asking them for 
their signature, to join with us in a 
letter to the President which will 
follow. We sent a telegram already, 
and we are going to make it bipartisan 
in nature from both sides of the aisle, 
so that the President knows that it is 
not just two Puerto Ricans, or the two 
Puerto Ricans who sit in this Cham
ber, but in fact all Members of Con
gress of good will will be joining with 
us in that letter to the President to 
make certain that he understands that 
while the issue may be directed at 
Puerto Ricans, all of us who are con
cerned about brotherhood and about 
unity are joining together to ask for 
his resignation. 

Mr. CONYERS. Well, count on the 
support of the Congressional Black 
Caucus and their friends in the Con
gress to join in the signing of the 
letter. 

I commend the gentleman for his ef
forts. 

Mr. GARCIA. I thank my colleague, 
the gentleman from Michigan, very 
much. 

I would like to say just in closing, 
Mr. Speaker, there are a number of 
statements and periodicals that have 
come out over the last 5 or 6 days. 

I include the following material in 
connection with this special order: 

NEW YORK, N.Y., May 27, 1982. 
President REAGAN, 
The White House, 
Washington, D. C.: 

The Association of Puerto Rican Execu
tive Directors, a consortium of 14 major 
human service agencies serving New York's 
Puerto Rican and Hispanic community de
plores the statements made today by J. 
Peter Grace, chairman of your Committee 
on Government Spending. His comments 
concerning food stamps as a subsidy for 
Puerto Ricans is ill-informed, without merit, 
and irresponsible. We call upon you the 
President for his immediate dismissal and 
ask that you immediately rectify the misin
formation and ill-will generated by this indi
vidual. We ask that you apologize on behalf 
of the administration for the misinformed 
comments made by this person. 

DAVELoPEZ, 
Chairperson, Association of 

Puerto Rican Executive Directors. 

WASHINGTON, D.C., May 27, 1982. 
President REAGAN, 
White House, 
Washington, D.C. 

MR. PRESIDENT: I demand the immediate 
resignation of J. Peter Grace as chairman of 
your private sector survey on cost control. 
The statements of Mr. Grace today, in 
Dallas, before the American Feed and Grain 
Manufacturers Association that the "food 

stamp program is basically a Puerto Rican 
program," and that, "900,000 Puerto Ricans 
live in New York and they're all on food 
stamps" are lies. 

These racist remarks disturb me because 
they are inaccurate. Over 85 percent of the 
people in this country on food stamps are 
non-Hispanic. Therefore, retracting these 
remarks would do nothing to erase the 
racist spirit in which they were made. The 
damage is not so much in what was said, but 
in the sentiment that it conveys, and the 
policy it reinforces. 

Trying to make one's way in these times 
of severe economic crisis is difficult enough 
without bearing the extra burden of racial 
discrimination and ethnic slurs. Statements 
like those made by Mr. Grace, only push 
Puerto Ricans, and all other minorities, 
deeper into the shadows of discrimination. 

Mr. President, Mr. Grace must be dis
missed for what he represents. There is no 
place in the U.S. Government, least of all in 
the executive branch, for a small-minded, 
mean-spirited, bigoted attitude. 

ROBERT GARCIA, 
Member of Congress. 

REGARDING STATEMENT OF J. PETER GRACE 
<By Bruce Bakke) 

DALLAS CUPU.-Businessman Chairman J. 
Peter Grace head of President Reagan's 
Government Spending Watchdog Commit
tee said Thursday the Federal food stamp 
program was basically a subsidy for Puerto 
Ricans. 

The chairman and chief executive officer 
of W.R. Grace & Co. dwelt on the percent
age of the food stamp budget going to 
Puerto Ricans during a speech before the 
American Feed & Grain Manufacturers' As
sociation. 

While the thrust of his address was that 
the American public "should get off Presi
dent Reagan's back so he can get Govern
ment off our backs," Grace said of the 
Carter administration's $12.7 billion food 
stamp budget $1.04 billion was scheduled to 
go to Puerto Rico. 

He said Reagan cut the figure, estimated 
for fiscal 1982, to $11.5 billion of which $904 
million went to Puerto Rico. 

"This figure does not include 2.1 million 
Puerto Ricans living in the U.S. mainland," 
Grace said. Then departing from a prepared 
text, he added, "900,000 live in New York, 
and they're all on food stamps, so this food 
stamp program is basically a Puerto Rican 
program. 

"I've got nothing against Puerto Ricans, 
but this is a little much," he said. 

Grace, who heads Reagan's Private Sector 
Survey on Cost Control in the Federal Gov
ernment, stressed throughout his speech 
"the single most critical issue facing our 
Nation today is the proper size and role of 
the Federal Government." 

He drew a laugh from his audience when 
he pointed out that during the Carter ad
ministration, the number of lawyers in 
Washington more than doubled from 10,340 
to 28,299. 

CFrom the New York Times, May 29, 19821 
REAGAN AIDE APOLOGIZES FOR Pu!:RTO RICAN 

REMARKS 
<By Joseph B. Treaster> 

Faced with calls for his resignation, the 
head of President Reagan's committee to 
recommend cuts in Government operating 
costs said yesterday that he had made an 
"oratorical mistake" when he described the 
Federal food stamp program as "basically a 

Puerto Rican program," and offered his 
apologies. 

"I do not want these verbal mistakes to be 
interpreted that I am against Puerto Rico 
or Puerto Ricans, because I certainly am 
not," said J. Peter Grace, the head of the 
committee and the chairman and chief exec
utive officer of W.R. Grace & Company. 

Among those calling for Mr. Grace to step 
down, after his remarks on the food stamp 
program in a speech in Dallas Thursday, 
were Representative Robert Garcia, the 
Bronx Democrat who heads the Congres
sional Hispanic Caucus; Lieut. Gov. Mario 
Cuomo of New York, and Baltasar Corrada, 
the Resident Commissioner who represents 
Puerto Rico in Congress. 

Carol Bellamy, president of the New York 
City Council, sent a letter to President 
Reagan urging "the immediate dismissal" of 
Mr. Grace. 

RACISM CHARGE RAISED 
In an editorial, the Spanish-language 

newspaper El Diario said that if Mr. Reagan 
"does not ask Mr. Grace to resign, he will be 
implicitly admitting that racist think per
vades his Administration." 

Frederick Bona, a spokesman for Mr. 
Grace, said that Mr. Grace did not plan to 
resign from his volunteer position as chair
man of the Presidential committee. 

Mr. Grace was appointed to the post on 
March 3. His spokesman said that he had 
recruited more than 100 business executives 
to serve with him. 

In Santa Barbara, Calif., where Mr. 
Reagan is vacationing, Peter Roussel, the 
deputy White House press secretary, said 
that Mr. Grace had been speaking for him
self and not for the Administration. "He 
was expressing a personal view," Mr. Rous
sel said. 

Larry Speakes, the chief White House 
spokesman, who was also in Santa Barbara, 
said that Mr. Grace's apology was consid
ered sufficient, and that a dismissal was not 
considered likely. 

Mr. Grace said in his statement that he 
had shown a chart to his audience noting 
that "many" of the Puerto Ricans in New 
York City are receiving food stamps. 

"This I believe is factually correct," the 
statement said. "I believe however that in 
presenting this chart I said that 'almost all' 
of the Puerto Ricans in New York City are 
on food stamps and that this was basically a 
Puerto Rican program. These were oratori
cal mistakes from which I apologize." 

Elaborating on his mission on the panel of 
"saving money for United States taxpayers 
by way of increased operation efficiencies," 
Mr. Grace said: "What I'm trying to do is 
not designed to hurt anyone or reduce bene
fits, but an attempt to help the Federal 
Government in a businesslike manner to 
provide the same level of help and services, 
whatever that level might be, but at a lower 
cost to the taxpayers." 

Mayor Koch said that he knew Mr. Grace 
and found his comments on food stamps 
and Puerto Ricans "totally out of charac
ter." He said he thought an apology was due 
from Mr. Grace and the Administration. 

"Bad enough that he showed no under
standing of the importance of food stamps 
for this country's poor," Mr. Koch went on, 
"but what makes his remarks deplorable is 
the complete insensitivity he showed toward 
America's Puerto Rican community." 
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CFrom the Washington Post, June 2, 1982) 

N.Y PROTESTERS DEMAND GRACE'S 
RESIGNATION 

NEW YoRK, June !,-Hundreds of protest
ers today demanded the resignation or dis
missal of the chairman of President Rea
gan's spending watchdog committee for 
saying that the food stamp program is a 
subsidy for Puerto Ricans. 

More than 200 demonstrators chanted 
"Puerto Ricans, yes, Grace, no" in front of 
the headquarters of W. R. Grace & Co. to 
protest a speech made on May 27 in Dallas 
by the millionaire businessman, chairman of 
the company. 

Grace, also head of the government's Pri
vate Sector Survey on Cost Control, told the 
American Feed Manufacturers Association 
that "almost all" of the 900,000 Puerto 
Ricans in New York City receive food 
stamps, "so this food stamp program is basi
cally a Puerto Rican program." 

CFrom the Washington Post, May 28, 1982) 
FOOD STAMP PROGRAM ATTACKED AS SUBSIDY 

FOR PuERTO RICANS 
<By Bruce Bakke) 

DALLAS, May 27-Businessman J. Peter 
Grace, the head of President Reagan's 
watchdog committee over government 
spending, said today that the federal food 
stamp program is basically a subsidy for 
Puerto Ricans. 

Grace, who is chairman and chief execu
tive officer of W. R. Grace & Co., dwelt on 
the percentage of the food stamp budget 
going to Puerto Ricans during a speech 
before the American Feed and Grain Manu
facturers' Association. 

Although the thiust of his address was 
that the American public "should get off 
President Reagan's back so he can get gov
ernment off our backs," Grace said that 
$1.04 billion of the Carter administration's 
$12. 7 billion food stamp budget was sched
uled to go to Puerto Rico. 

He said Reagan cut the figure, estimated 
for fiscal 1982, to $11.5 billion, of which 
$904 million went to Puerto Rico. 

"This figure does not include 2.1 million 
Puerto Ricans" living in the U.S. mainland. 
Grace said. Then, departing from a pre
pared text, he added. "Nine hundred thou
sand live in New York, and they're all on 
food stamps, so this food stamp program is 
basically a Puerto Rican program. 

"I've got nothing against Puerto Ricans, 
but this is a little much," he said. 

Within hours, Rep. Robert Garcia <D
N.Y.), who heads the Congressional Hispan
ic Caucus, fired off a telegram to Reagan, 
asking him to request Grace's resignation. 

Garcia said Grace's statement "may play 
well" in Dallas, "but it is as racist as any
thing I have ever heard in my 17 years of 
elective office." 

Resident Commissioner Baltasar Corrada, 
who represents Puerto Rico in Congress, 
also called for Grace's resignation, saying 
the comments were an "affront and insult 
to Puerto Ricans both on the island as well 
as on the U.S. mainland." 

A White House spokesman responded, 
"Mr. Grace was giving his personal views 
and we have no comment on it." 

Grace, who heads Reagan's Private Sector 
Survey on Cost Control in the Federal Gov
ernment, stressed throughout his speech 
that "the single most critical issue facing 
our nation today is the proper size and role 
of the federal government." 

[From the New York Daily News, May 28, 
1982) 

HE STAMPS ON PuERTO RICANS 
DALLAS <UPU.-J. Peter Grace, head of 

President Reagan's government spending 
watchdog committee, said yesterday that 
the federal food stamp program was basical
ly a subsidy for Puerto Ricans. 

The chairman and chief executive officer 
of W. R. Grace & Co. dwelt on the percent
age of the food stamp budget going to 
Puerto Ricans in a speech to the American 
Feed and Grain Manufacturers' Association. 

He said that of the $11.5 billion budgeted 
for food stamps in the current fiscal year, 
$904 million went to Puerto Rico. 

"This figure does not include 2.1 million 
Puerto Ricans living in the U.S. <main
land)," Grace said. Then, depending from a 
prepared text, he added, "900,000 live in 
New York, and they're all on food stamps, 
so this food stamp program is basically a 
Puerto Rican program. 

"I've got nothing against Puerto Ricans, 
but this is a little much," Grace said. Grace, 
who heads Reagan's Private Sector Survey 
on Cost Control in the Federal Government, 
stressed throughout his speech that the 
American public "should get off President 
Reagan's back so he can get government off 
our backs." 

[From the New York Daily News, June 2, 
1982) 

FOOD-STAMP REMARK RILES BAR PATRONS 
<By Ruben Rosario) 

Like any other neighborhood bar, Christo
pher's in East Harlem serves as a place for 
friends to indulge in fine spirits and idle 
chatter. 

Yesterday, however, the talk among the 
regular customers was not about Steinbren
ner's Yankees or the Amazin' Mets. It had 
something to do with food stamps, Puerto 
Ricans and a man named J. Peter Grace. 

Grace, head of President Reagan's govern
ment spending watchdog committee, depart
ed from a prepared speech before a conven
tion of grain dealers in Dallas last week and 
said that "900,000 <Puerto Ricans) live in 
New York and they're all on food stamps, so 
this food stamp program is basically a 
Puerto Rican program." 

It did not matter to Robert Semidey, a 52-
year-old bank tester, that Grace apologized 
for what he called an "oratorical mistake," 
or that statistics presented by Grace show 
that Puerto Rico gets 8.1 % of the $11.6 bil
lion food stamp program while composing 
only 1 % of the population. 

"The man said that all of us here are on 
food stamps," Semidey said. "The man is 
sick. Apology? That's a lot of bull. He meant 
what he said. He's just lucky he said that in 
Dallas." 

Semidey's last comment was echoed yes
terday by Rep. Robert Garcia <D-N.Y.), one 
of a group of Hispanic leaders demanding 
Grace's resignation. 

"I'm sure he felt secure saying that from 
Dallas," said Garcia, who vowed to circulate 
a letter through Congress today urging 
Grace's ouster. "He would have never said 
that in this city." 

Garcia, who called Grace's "mistake" a 
"slip that is surely the most insulting 
remark against any group ever," said yester
day that he will accept Grace's apology on 
behalf of the Puerto Rican community
"after he resigns." 

In response to Garcia, Grace, through a 
spokesman, released this statement late yes
terday "I am deeply hurt by the misconcep-

tions which have been created by my com
ments. There have been accusations that I 
am a racist. Nothing could be further from 
the truth. I support Casita Marja (a South 
Bronx Housing Organization), the Boys 
Club of America and the Catholic Youth 
Organization." 

[From the New York Times, May 28, 1982) 
BUSINESS AIDE TO REAGAN CRITICIZES FOOD 

STAMPS 
DALLAS, May 27 <UPI>.-J. Peter Grace, a 

businessman who heads President Reagan's 
Government spending watchdog committee, 
said today the Federal food stamp program 
was basically a subsidy for Puerto Ricans. 

Mr. Grace, the chairman and chief execu
tive officer of W. R. Grace & Company, 
dwelt on the percentage of the food stamp 
budget going to Puerto Ricans in a speech 
before the American Feed and Grain Manu
facturers Association. Mr. Grace heads 
President Reagan's Private Sector Survey 
on Cost Control in the Federal Government. 

While the thrust of his address was that 
the American public "should get off Presi
dent Reagan's back so he can get Govern
ment off our backs," Mr. Grace said that of 
the Carter Administration's $12.7 billion 
food stamp budget, $1.04 billion had been 
scheduled to go to Puerto Rico. 

He said Mr. Reagan reduced those figures, 
and the total for the fiscal year 1982 was es
timated at $11.5 billion, of which $904 mil
lion went to Puerto Rico. 

"This figure does not include 2.1 million 
Puerto Ricans living in the U.S.," Mr. Grace 
said. Then departing from a prepared text, 
he added that "900,000 live in New York, 
and they're all on food stamps, so this food 
stamp program is basically a Puerto Rican 
program." 

" I've got nothing against Puerto Ricans," 
he said, "but this is a little much." 

Within hours, Representative Robert 
Garcia, Democrat of the Bronx, head of the 
Congressional Hispanic Caucus, sent a tele
gram to the President requesting Mr. 
Grace's resignation. He said Mr. Grace's 
statement was "as racist as anything I have 
ever heard in my 17 years of elective office." 

CFrom the New York Daily News, May 29, 
1982) 

A TOTAL LACK OF GRACE 
The Puerto Rican community and all 

throughtful Americans are justifiably out
raged by J. Peter Grace's comment that 
food stamps are basically a subsidy for 
Puerto Ricans. 

The chief executive officer of W.R. Grace 
& Co. shamed himself with a wholesale dis
regard for the facts and an amazing lack of 
tact when he let loose with the off-the-cuff 
remark in a speech down in Texas. 

Sure, many Puerto Ricans receive food 
stamps-the island is in the middle of a deep 
recession. But so do hundreds of thousands 
of other Americans, and Grace should know 
better than to take a cheap shot at a group 
of people who have proven themselves time 
and time again as the best of American citi
zens. 

Grace apologized yesterday for what he 
called "oratorical mistakes." But Baltasar 
Corrada, who represents Puerto Rico in 
Congress, and Rep. Robert Garcia <D
Bronx ), head of the Congressional Hispanic 
Caucus, have rightfully labeled Grace's 
comments "racist" and urged President 
Reagan to give him the heave-ho from a 
federal cost-control committee. Okay by us. 

' 

" 
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APOLOGY GIVEN BY REAGAN AIDE FOR P.R. 

REMARK 

NEW YORK <UPD.-Faced with demands 
he resign, the head of President Reagan's 
government spending watchdog committee 
apologized Friday for saying the federal 
food stamp program was a subsidy for 
Puerto Ricans. 

"These were oratorical mistakes for which 
I apologize," millionaire New York business
man J. Peter Grace, head of the Private 
Sector Survey on Cost Control in the Feder
al Government, said in a written statement. 

"I do not want these verbal mistakes to be 
interpreted that I am against Puerto Rico 
or Puerto Ricans because I certainly am 
not," Grace said. 

Grace's earlier remarks, triggered angry 
demands from Hispanic and non-Hispanic 
leaders in and outside of government that 
he apologize or resign. 

Resident Commissioner Baltazar Corrada, 
who represents Puerto Rico in Congress, 
called for Grace's resignation for remarks 
that were "an affront and insult to Puerto 
Ricans both on the island as well as on the 
U.S. mainland." 

Rep. Robert Garcia, D-N.Y., head of the 
Congressional Hispanic Caucus, also urged 
Reagan to request Grace's resignation. 

Garcia said Grace's statement in Dallas, 
"may play well there, but it is as racist as 
anything I have ever heard in my 17 years 
of elective office." 

Raul Yzaguirre, president of the National 
Council of La Raza, said Grace's comments 
"exemplify a meanness of spirit and a con
tempt for all Hispanics. 

"The fact that Puerto Ricans constitute 
one of the lowest income groups in the U.S. 
and that they suffer gross discrimination is 
the issue we ought to be focusing on," he 
said. "Puerto Rican dependence on food 
stamps is a natural consequence of that eco
nomic and racial discrimination." 

Yzaguirre said he would ask Grace to 
meet with Hispanic leaders. 

Grace, chairman and chief executive offi
cer of W. R. Grace & Co., spoke of the food 
stamp program during a presentation on the 
nation's economic situation to the American 
Feed and Grain Manufacturers' Association 
in Dallas. 

Grace said in his presentation that $1.04 
billion of the Carter administration's $13. 7 
billion food stamp budget was slated for 
Puerto Rico. He said Reagan cut the figure 
for fiscal 1982 to $11.6 billion-with $904 
million going to Puerto Rico, which has a 
22.6 percent jobless rate. 

"This figure does not include 2.1 million 
Puerto Ricans living in the U.S. <main
land)," Grace said. Then, departing from a 
prepared text, he said, "900,000 live in New 
York, and they're all on food stamps, so this 
food stamp program is basically a Puerto 
Rican program." 

"I've got nothing against Puerto Ricans, 
but this is a little much," he said. 

In his statement Friday, Grace said a 
chart he showed to his audience "noted that 
'many' of the Puerto Ricans in New York 
are receiving food stamps." 

"This I believe is factually correct," Grace 
said. But, he said, he regretted saying 
"'almost all' of the Puerto Ricans in New 
York City are on food stamps and that this 
was basically a Puerto Rican program." 

Grace said his food stamps figures came 
from government sources such as the 
Census, the Department of Agriculture and 
White House budget projections. 

"What I'm trying to do is not designed to 
hurt anyone or reduce benefits; but an at-

tempt to help the federal government, in a 
business-like manner, to provide the same 
level of help and services, whatever that 
level may be, but at lower cost to taxpay
ers," he said. 

"The identification of the fact that 
Puerto Rico comprises 1.4 percent of the 
U.S. population and gets 8.1 percent of the 
U.S. food stamp expenditures is not mine," 
Grace said, "but a fact that comes from U.S. 
government ·statistics, and it certainly is not 
intended to offend anyone." 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. GARCIA. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days within 
which to revise and extend their re
marks, and to include extraneous ma
terial on the subject of my special 
order today. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from New York? 

There was no objection. 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 
By unanimous consent, permission 

to address the House, following the 
legislative program and any special 
orders heretofore entered, was granted 
to: 

<The following Members (at the re
quest of Mr. COATS) to revise and 
extend their remarks and include ex
traneous material:) 

Mr. McKINNEY, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. LENT, for 30 minutes, June 3. 
<The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. GARCIA) to revise and 
extend their remarks and include ex
traneous material:) 

Mr. MONTGOMERY, for 5 minutes, 
today. 

Mr. STARK, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. FORD of Michigan, for 5 minutes, 

today. 
Mr. GONZALEZ, for 15 minutes, today. 
Mr. ANNUNZIO, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. COELHO, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. GARCIA, for 30 minutes, today. 
Mr. YouNG of Missouri, for 15 min-

utes, today. 
Mr. BAILEY of Pennsylvania, for 60 

minutes, June 9. 
Mr. BAILEY of Pennsylvania, for 60 

minutes, June 10. 
Mr. FRANK, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. YOUNG of Missouri, for 15 min

utes, June 3. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
By unanimous consent, permission 

to revise and extend remarks was 
granted to: 

<The following Members <at the re
quest of Mr. COATS) and to include ex
traneous matter:) 

Mr. COURTER. 
Mr. DOUGHERTY. 
Mr. RITTER. 
Mr. LENT. 
Mr. GREEN. 
Mrs. HOLT. 

Mr. EVANS of Delaware. 
Mr. CORCORAN. 
Mr. LEBOUTILLIER in two instances. 
Mr. DREIER. 
Mr. WHITEHURST. 
Mr. WEBER of Ohio. 
<The following Members <at the re

quest of Mr. GARCIA) and to include 
extraneous matter:) 

Mr. RODINO in five instances. 
Mr. PEPPER. 

Mr. BOLAND in two instances. 
Mr. WoNPAT. 
Mr. WALGREN. 
Mr. ANDERSON in 10 instances. 
Mr. GONZALEZ in 10 instances. 
Mr. ROSENTHAL in 10 instances. 
Mrs. BoUQUARD in five instances. 
Mr. HAMILTON in 10 instances. 
Mr. BROWN of California in 10 in

stances. 
Mr. ANNuNZIO in six instances. 
Mr. JoNEs of Tennessee in 10 in

stances. 
Mr. BONER of Tennessee in five in-

stances. 
Mr. RANGEL in two instances. 
Mr. FLORIO. 
Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota. 
Mr. MOFFETT in two instances. 
Ms. 0AKAR. 

Mr. McDONALD in five instances. 

SENATE BILLS AND JOINT 
RESOLUTIONS REFERRED 

Bills and joint resolutions of the 
Senate of the following titles were 
taken from the Speaker's table and, 
under the rule, ref erred as follows: 

S. 1422. An act to authorize the donation 
of surplus property to any State for the con
struction and modernization of criminal jus
tice facilities, to the Committee on Govern
ment Operations. 

S. 2215. An act to recognize the organiza
tion known as the National Association of 
State Directors of Veterans Affairs, Inc.; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

S.J. Res. 162. Joint resolution to authorize 
and request the President to designate the 
week of June 20, 1982, through June 27, 
1982, as "National Safety in the Workplace 
Week"; to the Committee on Post Office 
and Civil Service. 

S.J. Res. 190. Joint resolution to authorize 
and request the President to designate "Na
tional Family Week"; to the Committee on 
Post Office and Civil Service. 

SENATE ENROLLED BILLS 
SIGNED 

The SPEAKER announced his sig
nature to enrolled bills of the Senate 
of the following titles: 

S. 1808. An act to authorize an Under Sec
retary of Commerce for Economic Affairs. 

S. 2535. An act to regulate the operation 
of foreign fish processing vessels within 
State waters; and 

S. 2575. An act to extend the expiration 
date of section 252 of the Energy Policy and 
Conservation Act. 
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BILLS PRESENTED TO THE 

PRESIDENT 
Mr. HAWKINS, from the Commit

tee on House Administration, reported 
that that committee did on May 28, 
1982, present to the President, for his 
approval, bills of the House of the fol
lowing titles: 

H.R. 1231. An act for the relief of the 
Washington Post, the Washington Star, the 
Dispatch <Lexington, N.C.), the Brooklyn 
Times, Equity Advertising Agency, Incorpo
rated, the Seattle Post-Intelligencer, and 
the News Tribune; and 

H.R. 1608. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Frieda Simonson. 

ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. GARCIA. Mr. Speaker, I move 

that the House do now adjourn. 
The motion was agreed to; accord

ingly <at 2 o'clock and 35 minutes 
p.m.), the House adjourned until to
morrow, Thursday, June 3, 1982, at 10 
a.m. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu
tive communications were taken from 
the Speaker's table and referred as fol
lows: 

4055. A letter from the Attorney General 
of the United States, transmitting notice of 
a violation with regard to the appropriation, 
"Support of U.S. Prisoners," account symbol 
1511020 for fiscal year 1981; to the Commit
tee on Appropriations. 

4056. A letter from the Acting Assistant 
Secretary of Defense <Comptroller), trans
mitting a list of contract award dates for 
the period of May 15 to August 15, 1982, 
pursuant to 10 U.S.C. 139(b); to the Com
mittee on Armed Services. 

4057. A letter from the Director, Legisla
tive Liaison, Department of the Air Force, 
transmitting a summary of revenues derived 
from recovered materials during fiscal year 
1981, pursuant to section 612 of Public Law 
93-552; to the Committee on Armed Serv
ices. 

4058. A letter from the Military Executive, 
Reserve Forces Policy Board, Office of the 
Secretary of Defense, transmitting the 
Board's fifth annual report, "Fiscal Year 
1981 Readiness Assessment of the Reserve 
Components"; to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

4059. A letter from the President and 
Chairman, Export-Import Bank of the 
United States, transmitting a description of 
a proposed transaction involving, U.S. ex
ports to Communist countries, pursuant to 
section 2(b)(ii) of the Export-Import Bank 
Act of 1945, as amended: to the committee 
on Banking, Finance and Urban Affairs. 

4060. A letter from the Secretary of Edu
cation, transmitting reports on the condi
tion of education, 1982, prepared by the Na
tional Center for Education Statistics, pur
suant to Public Law 93-380; to the Commit
tee on Education and Labor. 

4061. A letter from the Acting Secretary, 
Department of Agriculture, transmitting a 
draft of proposed legislation to reduce the 
cost and simplify the administration of the 
child nutrition programs by providing 
States with greater flexibility and auton
omy in administering nutrition assistance to 

children through a consolidated grant in 
aid; to the Committee on Education and 
Labor. 

4062. A letter from the Acting Director, 
Defense Security Assistance Agency, trans
mitting notice of proposed lease of certain 
defense articles to Denmark <Transmittal 
No. 7-82), pursuant to section 62<a> of the 
Arms Export Control Act; to the Committee 
on Foreign Affairs. 

4063. A letter from the Acting Director, 
Defense Security Assistance Agency, trans
mitting notice of the proposed lease of cer
tain defense articles to New Zealand <Trans
mittal No. 8-82), pursuant to section 62<a> 
of the Arms Export Control Act; to the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

4064. A letter from the Assistant Secre
tary of State for Congressional Relations, 
transmitting a report on political contribu
tions made by Arthur H. Davis, Jr., Ambas
sador-designate to Paraguay, and by mem
bers of his family, pursuant to sec. 304(b)(2) 
of Public Law 96-465; to the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs. 

4065. A letter from the Acting Assistant 
Legal Adviser for Treaty Affairs, Depart
ment of State, transmitting copies of inter
national agreements, other than treaties, 
entered into by the United States, pursuant 
to 1 U.S.C. 112b<a>: to the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs. 

4066. A letter from the Secretary of Edu
cation, transmitting activities of the Inspec
tor General pursuant to Public Law 95-452; 
to the Committee on Government Oper
ations. 

4067. A letter from the Commissioner, Im
migration and Naturalization Service, trans
mitting notice of 340 waivers granted to ref
ugees for the first half of fiscal year 1982, 
pursuant to section 207(c)(3) of the Immi
gration and Nationality Act; to the Commit
tee on the Judiciary. 

4068. A letter from the Executive Direc
tor, U.S. Naval Sea Cadet Corps, transmit
ting the annual audit report of the corps for 
the fiscal year ended March 31, 1982, pursu
ant to section 3 of Public Law 88-504; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

4069. A letter from the Secretary of Com
merce, transmitting the annual report of 
the Foreign-Trade Zones Board for fiscal 
year 1980, together with reports covering 
the same period on the operations of For
eign-Trade Zones Nos. 1, 2, 3, 5, 7, 8, 9, 12, 
14, 15, 17, 18, 21, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26, 27,32, 33, 
36,37,38,41,42,43,44,45,46,47, 55,and57, 
pursuant to section 16 of the Foreign-Trade 
Zones Act of 1934, as amended; to the Com
mittee on Ways and Means. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLU
TIONS 
Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports 

of committees were delivered to the 
Clerk for printing and reference to the 
proper calendar, as follows: 

Mr. DE LA GARZA: Committee on Agricul
ture. Supplemental report on H.R. 5831 
<Rept. No. 97-553, pt. ID. Ordered to be 
printed. 

Mr. ST GERMAIN: Committee on Bank
ing, Finance and Urban Affairs. House Joint 
Resolution 480. Joint resolution to disap
prove certain rules prescribed by the Secre
tary of Housing and Urban Development 
<Rept. No. 97-590>. Referred to the Commit
tee of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union. 

Mr. ST GERMAIN: Committee on Bank
ing, Finance and Urban Affairs. House Joint 

Resolution 488. Joint resolution to disap
prove certain rules prescribed by the Secre
tary of Housing and Urban Development 
<Rept. No. 97-591>. Referred to the Commit
tee of the Whole House on the $tate of the 
Union. 

Mr. MOAKLEY: Committee on Rules. 
House Resolution 487. Resolution providing 
for the consideration of H.R. 5566, a bill au
thorizing appropriations to the Secretary of 
the Interior for services necessary to the 
nonperforming arts functions of the John F. 
Kennedy Center for the Performing Arts, 
and for other purposes <Rept. No. 97-592). 
Referred to the House Calendar. 

Mr. HALL of Ohio: Committee on Rules. 
House Resolution 488. Resolution providing 
for the consideration of H.R. 5659, a bill to 
authorize the Smithsonian Institution to 
construct a building for the Museum of Af
rican Art and a center for Eastern art to
gether with structures for related educa
tional activities in the area south of the 
original Smithsonian Institution Building 
adjacent to Independence Avenue at Tenth 
Street Southwest, in the city of Washington 
<Rept. No. 97-593). Referred to the House 
Calendar. 

Mr. BONIOR of Michigan. Committee on 
Rules. House Resolution 489. Resolution 
providing for the consideration of H.R. 
2643, a bill to provide for the improvement 
of the Nation's airport and airway system, 
and for other purposes <Rept. No. 97-594). 

Mr. ZEFERETTI: Committee on Rules. 
House Resolution 490. Resolution providing 
for the consideration of H.R. 6254, a bill to 
amend title 3, United States Code, to clarify 
the function of the U.S. Secret Service Uni
formed Division with respect to certain for
eign diplomatic missions in the United 
States, and for other purposes <Rept. No. 
97-595). Referred to the House Calendar. 

Mr. PEPPER: Committee on Rules. Reso
lution 491. Resolution providing for the con
sideration of H.R. 6370, a bill to amend the 
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 and the 
Arms Export Control Act to authorize addi
tional international security and develop
ment assistance programs for fiscal year 
1983, and for other purposes <Rept. No. 97-
596). Referred to the House Calendar. 

SUBSEQUENT ACTION ON A BILL 
SEQUENTIALLY REFERRED 

Under clause 5 of rule X, the follow
ing action was taken by the Speaker: 

The Committee on Merchant Marine and 
Fisheries discharged from the further con
sideration of H.R. 6308 on June l, 1982. 

Consideration of H.R. 5617 by the Com
mittee on Public Works and Transportation 
extended for an additional period ending 
not later than June 11, 1982. 

Consideration of H.R. 6307 by the Com
mittee on Public Works and Transportation 
extended for an additional period ending 
not later than June 11, 1982. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 5 of rule X and clause 
4 of rule :XXII, public bills and resolu
tions were introduced and severally re
f erred as follows: 

By Mr. MONTGOMERY (for himself, 
Mr. EDWARDS of California, and Mr. 
EDGAR): 
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H.R. 6526. A bill to provide that the Secre

tary of Health and Human Services shall 
pay benefits to surviving spouses and de
pendent children of certain members of the 
Armed Forces who die from service-connect
ed disabilities in the amounts that would 
have been provided under the Social Securi
ty Act but for amendments made by the 
Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981; 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

H.R. 6527. A bill to provide that the 
Armed Forces shall pay benefits to surviv
ing spouses and dependent children of cer
tain members of the Armed Forces who die 
from service-connected disabilities in the 
amounts that would have been provided 
under the Social Security Act but for 
amendments made by the Omnibus Budget 
Reconciliation Act of 1981; to the Commit
tee on Armed Services. 

By Mr. TAUKE: 
H.R. 6528. A bill to amend title XVI of the 

Social Security Act to provide that interest 
on savings accounts <and other amounts 
similarly paid on deposits in financial insti
tutions>, if less than $60 in a calendar quar
ter, shall be excluded in determining an in
dividual's income for eligibility and benefit 
purpose under the supplemental security 
income program; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

By Mr. PEYSER: 
H.J. Res. 497. Joint resolution with regard 

to Presidential certifications on conditions 
in El Salvador; to the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs. 

By Ms. OAKAR: 
H. Res 486. Resolution expressing the 

sense of the House of Representatives that 
the Secretary of Health and Human Serv
ices should not adopt as final rules proposed 
rules issued on May 24, 1982, relating to 
survey and certification procedures for nurs
ing homes and other health care facilities 
and suppliers participating in medicare and 
medicaid programs; jointly, to the Commit
tees on Energy and Commerce and Ways 
and Means. 

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, spon
sors were added to public bills and res
olutions as follows: 

H.R. 1779: Mr. STUMP. 
H.R. 3269: Mr. CROCKETT, Mr. BIAGGI, Mr. 

LAFALCE, Mr. QUILLEN, and Mr. SOLOMON. 
H.R. 3984: Mr. GEPHARDT. 
H.R. 4829: Mr. PATTERSON, Mr. McGRATH, 

and Mr. EMERY. 
H.R. 5067: Mr. FLORIO, Mr. HUGHES, and 

Mr. SABO. 
H.R. 5205: Mr. FOLEY. 
H.R. 5329: Mr. OBERSTAR, Mr. DREIER, Mr. 

TAUZIN, Mr. DWYER, Mr. KASTENMEIER, Mr. 
SAWYER, Mr. HILLIS, and Mr. SHAW. 

H.R. 5552: Mr. BRINKLEY and Mr. OTTIN
GER. 

H.R. 5588: Mr. SIMON and Mr. CONTE. 
H.R. 5596: Mr. NEAL, Mr. DAUB, and Mr. 

HUCKABY. 
H.R. 5651: Mr. WEAVER. 
H.R. 5742: Mr. KRAMER and Mr. ROE. 
H.R. 6009: Mr. EVANS of Georgia, Ms. 

FIEDLER, Mr. RINALDO, and Mr. JAMES K. 
COYNE. 

H.R. 6062: Mrs. HOLT. 
H.R. 6103: Mr. ROYBAL. 
H.R. 6183: Mr. FOGLIETTA, Mr. SCHUMER, 

Mr. LEWIS, Mr. MITCHELL of New York, Ms. 
OAKAR, Mr. CROCKETT, Mr. GILMAN, Mr. 
SIMON, Mr. SHAMANSKY, Mr. NAPIER, Mr. 
DUNCAN, Mr. HOYER, Mr. BEDELL, and Mr. 
WASHINGTON. 

H.R. 6325: Mr. FOGLIETTA, Mr. TRIBLE, Mr. 
BAFALIS, Mr. GOODLING, Mr. GREGG, Mr. 
GRISHAM, Mr. RICHMOND, Mr. BURGENER, Mr. 
McCoLLUM, and Mr. GRAY. 

H.R. 6431: Ms. FERRARO. 
H. Con. Res. 341: Mr. BENNETT and Mr. 

BEARD. 
H. Res. 367: Mr. GOODLING, Mr. MATSUI, 

Mr. BARNARD, Mrs. HOLT, Mr. WoN PAT, Mr. 
FAZIO, Mr. HARTNETT, Mr. MARTIN of North 
Carolina, Mr. EMERSON, and Mr. STENHOLM. 

H . Res. 412: Mr. HYDE, Mr. WASHINGTON, 
Mr. HATCHER, Mr. WOLPE, and Mr. DENAR
DIS. 

PETITIONS, ETC. 
Under clause 1 of rule XXII, peti

tions and papers were laid on the 
Clerk's desk and ref erred as follows: 

459. By the SPEAKER: Petition of the 
American Booksellers Association, Inc., New 
York, N.Y., relative to trade practices of 
bookselling organizations; to the Committee 
on Energy and Commerce. 

460. Also, petition of the city council of 
Boca Raton, Fla., relative to the Clean Air 
Act; to the Committee on Energy and Com
merce. 

AMENDMENTS 
Under clause 6 of rule XXIII, pro

posed amendments were submitted as 
follows: 

H.R. 6296 
By Mr. WATKINS: 

-Page 58, insert the following after line 9: 
PART D-CONDITIONS ON ALLOCATION OF 

ASSISTANCE UNDER PARTS A AND B 
SEC. 341. In allocating assistance under 

section 302(j > of part A and under section 
315 of part B, the Secretary of Housing and 
Urban Development shall provide that-

< 1> not less than 25 per cent um of the 
funds made available under part A of this 
title shall be utilized with respect to dwell
ing units located outside of metropolitan 
cities <as defined in section 102(a)(4) of title 
I of the Housing and Community Develop
ment Act of 1974>; and 

<2> not less than 25 per centum of the 
funds made available under part B of this 
title shall be utilized with respect to 
projects located outside of metropolitan 
cities <as defined in such section 102<a><4». 
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COAL SLURRY PIPELINES-A 
POOR USE OF LIMITED IN
VESTMENT CAPITAL 

HON. JAMES J. FLORIO 
OF NEW JERSEY 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 2, 1982 
e Mr. FLORIO. Mr. Speaker, some 
have proposed the construction of coal 
slurry pipelines as the solution to our 
energy needs. Yet I firmly believe that 
it is a false solution. 

I am particularly concerned about 
the impact of coal slurry pipeline con
struction on our Nation's limited pool 
of vitally needed capital. Many econo
mists have pointed out that one of the 
factors limiting new business invest
ment is lack of available capital. Yet 
construction of coal slurry pipelines 
would be enormously expensive and 
would divert capital from other, more 
pressing needs. This capital would 
then be used to build a transportation 
system that is largely duplicative of 
existing rail systems. We cannot 
afford to squander our limited invest
ment capital in this manner. 

Thomas E. Dewey, Jr., a well-known 
investment banker, recently testified 
on the problems of coal slurry pipe
lines, specifically including the issue of 
capital availability. His perceptive 
comments follow: 
STATEMENT OF THOMAS E. DEWEY, JR., 

BEFORE THE SENATE COMMITTEE ON ENERGY 
AND NATURAL RESOURCES 

S. 1844, TO FACILITATE THE NATIONAL 
DISTRIBUTION AND UTILIZATION OF COAL 

Mr. Chairman, my name is Thomas E. 
Dewey, Jr., and my business address is 14 
Wall Street, New York, N.Y. 10005. I am a 
graduate of Princeton University and Har
vard Business School, and am President of 
Thomas E. Dewey, Jr. & Co. Incorporated, a 
financial advisory services firm founded in 
December, 1975. 

Prior to that, I was a partner of the inter
national investment banking firm of Kuhn 
Loeb & Co. from 1965 through 1975 and as
sociated with that firm from 1958 to 1965. 
My career has covered most phases of indus
trial, transportation and utility corporate fi
nance, both in the U.S. and abroad. I have 
appeared as an expert witness before nu
merous courts, regulatory bodies and the 
U.S. Congress. 

I am retained as financial consultant by 
Kansas City Southern Industries, Inc., 
parent company of the Kansas City South
ern Railway Company. I am testifying in 
their behalf here today on the financial as
pects and implications of coal slurry pipe
lines. 

S. 1844 establishes the right of federal 
eminent domain and other conditions for 
the coal slurry industry. In approving this 
legislation, Congress would be taking one of 
the first steps toward encouraging construc
tion of some extraordinarily expensive 

projects which will require vast amounts of 
financing. The current cost estimate, for ex
ample, of the pipeline proposed by Energy 
Transportation Systems, Inc. <ETSI) is ap
proximately $3.55 billion, or almost triple 
the most prevalent estimate three years ago. 
What this project will eventually cost is 
anybody's guess. 

It is reasonable to question whether we 
should be encouraging such a substantial di
version of scarce resources of investment 
capital to new transportation systems which 
are essentially duplicative of our nation's 
railroads. In the passage of the Staggers Act 
and in other recent legislation, Congress 
clearly established a national policy which 
favors economic vitality and enhancement 
of the national rail system. 

Our recent experience with very large con
struction projects has not been heartening. 
The Alaska Pipeline eventually cost about 
eight times the original estimates. More re
cently, cost overruns on the Washington 
Public Power Supply System became so gi
gantic that, despite credit support provided 
by Bonneville Power Administration to sev
eral of the plants, the financing problems of 
the System shook the U.S. municipal bond 
market to its foundations, and certainly had 
a hand in propelling interest rates on tax
exempt bonds to levels hitherto undreamed 
of. 

Careful study of the facts available con
cerning coal slurry pipeline construction 
and operation has caused me to conclude 
that there is no presently foreseeable 
method of financing these pipelines short of 
a guarantee of such financing by the U.S. 
government. 

In general, coal slurry pipelines are 
thought to be desirable projects to the 
extent that, by creating economies of scale 
over long distances, they can produce a po
tentially restraining effect upon railroad 
charges for the shipment of coal. Except in 
cases where no rail facilities exist, the desir
ability of slurry piplelines has generally 
been thought to be fkr hauls in excess of 
one thousand miles, and I will concentrate 
here only on such large-scale projects. 

In discussing the financing of a pipehine 
such as this, we are in the area of financial 
parlance known as "project finance". This 
involves single-purpose financing, generally 
of substantial magnitude, and generally re
quiring certain common elements in order 
to be financeable. Such elements include: 

1. Ready availability of all necessary raw 
materials over a period at least long enough 
to assure repayment of indebtedness and a 
satisfactory return on equity. The impor
tant element here is that it be clear that 
there be no present or potential future re
strictions on the availability of such raw 
materials. 

2. If an extraction, manufacturing or 
transportation process is to be used, the 
process should be proven and in use in sub
stantial existing facilities of a similar 
nature. 

3. Enforceable contracts must be at hand 
for the sale of end products over a sufficient 
number of years to provide, after a reasona
ble contingency for inflation in operating 
costs, for repayment of indebtedeness and a 
substantial return on equity. Implicit herein 
is the understanding that there can be no 

present or reasonably foreseeable future re
strictions on the ability of such purchasers 
to perform their obligations. 

4. Especially since the case of the Alaska 
Pipeline, it is necessary to have a credit
worthy guarantee of cost overruns, whether 
in the form of the price to be paid by the 
contract purchasers of the product, or in 
some other form such as the simple assump
tion and payment of such costs by one or 
more of the sponsors of the project. 

Of course, these criteria can be modified 
or occasionally even overlooked in cases 
where the financing is guaranteed by spon
sors whose credit exclusive of the project is 
sufficient to assure the safety of investor 
funds. This was the situation in most of the 
large-scale iron or mining consortia which 
were sponsored by U.S. steel companies, and 
certainly also in the case of the Alaska Pipe
line, where completion and the financing 
were guaranteed by a number of the largest 
oil companies in the world. 

The ETSI project is a convenient case at 
hand against which to examine these fi
nancing requirements. The project cost is 
estimated today at $3.55 billion, but in truth 
we have no idea how much such a pipeline 
could ultimately cost. No comparable proj
ect in terms of distance, jurisdictions to be 
traversed, terrain, etc., has yet been under
taken. The one operational pipeline in exist
ence, Black Mesa, is not comparable for a 
number of reasons, most notably its sub
stantially smaller length and its limited 
service to one single customer. 

There is no question in my mind that the 
private capital market, in appraising the fi
nanceability of the ETSI project and its kin, 
will not be forgetting the relationship be
tween estimated cost and final cost in the 
most publicized recent case of major pipe
line construction-the Alaska pipeline. 

Leaving aside the question of potential 
cost overruns, let us examine how and 
whether a large-scale coal slurry pipeline 
meets the usual criteria of project financing 
outlined above. As regards availability of 
raw materials it is probably true at the 
present time that sufficient coal should be 
available for such a pipeline. Such availabil
ity, of course, is always subject to interrup
tion in case of a strike by coal miners. The 
likelihood and frequency of strikes varies 
from region to region. In any event, howev
er, a coal slurry pipeline is more vulnerable 
to interruption of supply due to strikes than 
conventional means of transportation, as 
the coal must enter the system at a fixed 
beginning point. Such a pipeline does not 
have the flexibility that railroads possess in 
being able to find alternative sources of 
supply from regions not affected by the 
strike. 

The subject of water availability is alto
gether different. ETSl's first water right, 
grant by the State of Wyoming to take 
water from the Madison Formation, was in
terruptable under conditions of the grant. A 
different water source has now been negoti
ated with the State of South Dakota, but it 
appears that the sale of this Oahe Reservoir 
water will be challenged by downstream 
States in the Missouri River Basin. Overrid
ing the issues of State and federal law at 
question is the Commerce Clause of the U.S. 

e This "bullet" symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by the Member on the floor. 
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Constitution, pursuant to which authority 
ETSI may or may not be able to retain its 
water supply against all comers. This Com
mittee knows better than I that water avail
ability is one of the most complicated and 
imponderable elements of the coal slurry 
debate. 

It is uncertain whether the investment 
community will consider the Black Mesa 
pipeline a proven project as compared to a 
pipeline which is three or four times Black 
Mesa's length and designed to deliver up to 
10 times as much annual tonnage to several 
terminals. We live in an age where the risks 
and costs associated with the protection of 
public health and the environment sur
rounding these projects are as much a red 
flag to prospective investors as any other 
risk element. The Black Mesa has already 
experienced one major rupture at a point 
along the route where containment of the 
slurried coal was not possible. Even within 
the limited scale of the Black Mesa project, 
treatment and disposal of waste water has 
presented serious problems. The prudent in
vestor is always fearful of environmental 
problems which could affect the repayment 
of his loans or the return on his equity in
vestment. 

Perhaps even more important is the issue 
of financial prudence. These large projects 
will undoubtedly be financed, if at all, 
against the credit backing of iron-clad take
or-pay contracts, most likely with large 
public untilities. I expect this will be true 
even if substantial equity capital is available 
from the sponsors. The effect of contracts 
of this type is that the principal risk of 
project feasibility as well as cost overruns is 
shifted onto the back of the consumers of 
electric power. This is because financial 
markets require that the contracts be so air 
tight that the public utility <which gets its 
money from its customers) would be re
quired to buy the slurried coal no matter 
what its cost, and even to pay for it whether 
it is delivered or not. It is easily seen that 
this not only deprives the contracting utility 
of the flexibility to choose its fuel sources in 
the future, but also takes out of the hands 
of the responsible state public service com
missions a large portion of the supervisory 
authority they were created to exercise. 

There is a serious question involved here: 
whether it is proper for a utility company, 
with or without the blessing of its local 
public service commission, to commit its 
consumers to pay electric rates over a long 
period of time if a primary element of that 
commitment is to provide credit for the ben
efit of the owners or operators of a slurry 
transportation system. 

The question is compounded when the 
subject of potential cost overruns is exam
ined. While it may be alarmist to assume 
that overruns comparable to those encoun
tered by the Alaska Pipeline will occur, it is 
probably also imprudent in this inflationary 
age to assume that any projection made 
today can be an accurate forecast of what 
actual cost will be over a construction 
period of several years. The sponsoring utili
ty, then, or more correctly its consumers, 
puts itself in the position of entering into an 
irrevocable long-term contract to purchase a 
product over the cost of which it has no 
control. 

Furthermore, that cost is quite unpredict
able. It does not require an extreme set of 
assumptions to produce a future situation 
where a contracting utility is paying sub
stantially more for the slurry coal to which 
it is committed than it would have to pay 
for alternate coal mined closer to the point 
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of consumption and shipped by convention
al means. While such a situation would 
clearly be unfair to the consumer, the other 
side of this coin is that, if credit worthy pur
chase contracts are to lay the foundation 
for the financing of a slurry pipeline, this 
type of inflexible commitment is most as
suredly required. 

Another no less important issue of finan
cial prudence is the effect a contractual ob
ligation of this size would have on the finan
cial condition of the contracting public utili
ty. I know of no utility systems in the areas 
proposed to be served by coal slurry pipe
lines whose credit would not be severely af
fected by the mammoth fixed charges asso
ciated with an undertaking of this sort. 
Many of these utilities currently exhibit 
only marginal coverage of fixed charges due 
to existing heavy indebtedness. It is alto
gether possible that the addition of so large 
a further burden might make it impossible 
to finance other necessary capital expendi
tures. At the very least, the cost of further 
financing would be greatly increased, and 
such increased costs would of course have to 
be borne by the ratepayer. 

There is, of course, one solution to the fi
nancing problem which both substantially 
lowers the cost of financing and also assures 
completion of the project. The easy solution 
for the sponsors of these projects would be 
obtaining of government guarantees on 
their financing, and it is in anticipation of 
applications of this sort that S. 1844 should 
be considered. 

One such application for the funding of 
the Northwest Integrated Coal Energy 
System <NICES> pipeline between Wyoming 
and Oregon has already been submitted to 
the U.S. Synfuels Corporation. It is impor
tant to the debate, therefore, to point out 
that the legislation under consideration 
does provide special privilege to the coal 
slurry industry, and in doing so, leaves an 
implication of federal support and sponsor
ship of any pipeline certified under the pro
visions of S. 1844. 

Once having "blessed" the coal slurry in
dustry in this fashion, Congress would find 
itself in an awkward position were it to de
velop, as seems likely, that only the credit 
of the taxpayers will produce the necessary 
financing. 

With this likelihood in mind, then, it 
seems to me not unreasonable to suggest to 
the Committee that it endeavor to discover 
from the pipeline companies what their cost 
estimates, credit bases, and financing plans 
might be. Only then can it be seen whether 
this bill is simply the camel's nose under the 
tent. 

I appreciate having had this opportunity 
to comment on the merits of this legisla
tion.• 

THE BUDGET DEBATE 

HON. EDWARD P. BOLAND 
OF MASSACHUSETTS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 2, 1982 

e Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Speaker, last 
week the House debated 7 distinct 
budget proposals, and some 68 amend
ments to various sections of those pro
posals. That debate gave us a full op
portunity to explore different means 
of addressing the econonic situation 
with which this country is faced. 

June 2, 1982 
While there was considerable dis

agreement during the course of our 
debate, I believe that there was gener
al concurrence on two points. First, 
the deficit contained in the budget 
submitted by President Reagan in 
February is unacceptable; and second, 
the economy is in a deplorable condi
tion. I submit that these facts are re
lated. Both are a direct result of the 
economic package-the President's 
package-that was put in place last 
year. That package was based on two 
certainties and a hope. The certainties 
were that revenues were going to de
crease, and decrease substantially, and 
that defense spending was going to in
crease substantially. The hope was 
that increased economic activity would 
help bridge the gap between lower rev
enues and increased defense spending. 
As we have seen during the course of 
the past year, that hope was mis
placed. The economy has become 
mired in recession, deficits have mush
roomed, the unemployment rate is at a 
post World War II high, interest rates 
have refused to fall, housing starts are 
down, and business failures are up. 

In light of this experience, it seems 
imperative to .me that the mistakes of 
last year not be repe~ted. A budget 
with a deficit well below the $132 bil
lion contained in the President's 
budget for fiscal year 1983, and the $.5 
trillion it contained for the years fol
lowing, must be adopted. In addition, 
the revenue increases and spending re
ductions which any budget adopted 
this year must contain, have to be 
spread throughout the economy in a 
much more equitable manner than 
was the case last year. The budget res
olutions which I supported last week 
were those which I believed were most 
likely to achieve those goals, and those 
which were based on the most realistic 
economic assumptions. The Aspin and 
Jones substitutes and the committee 
resolution met those standards. The 
Michel-Latta substitute, on the other 
hand, did not. 

Mr. Speaker, the budget we finally 
adopt will have some real impact on 
most Americans. It is wrong to suggest 
that inflation can be controlled, and 
that budget deficits can be reduced, 
without some sacrifices being made by 
millions of people. Whether they are 
being asked to pay additional taxes or 
whether they are losing benefits on 
which they have come to depend, they 
will feel the effects of our budget deci
sions. For their sake and for the sake 
of the Nation as a whole, we must 
adopt a budget, and the budget we 
adopt must get us on the path to un
doing some of the economic harm that 
was put in place last year.e 
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DR. DEMING LEWIS: A JOB WELL 

DONE! 

HON. DON RITTER 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 2, 1982 
•Mr. RITTER. Mr. Speaker, on June 
30, 1982, Dr. Deming Lewis, a shy, 
gray-haired scholar, will retire as 
president of Lehigh University. 

Dr. Lewis has, in the span of 18 
years, transformed Lehigh into a pres
tigious university. 

Having served as research and devel
opment director at Lehigh before 
coming to the Congress, I can attest to 
the impact this native of Georgia has 
made on this university which 
stretches along South Mountain in 
Bethlehem, Pa. 

Dr. Lewis had a vision of the future 
importance of research in modern soci
ety. At his installation as Lehigh's 
10th president in 1964, he said: 

To prepare future leaders for the the next 
decade and for the decades to follow, univer
sities must encourage students to continue 
their education to more advanced levels and 
urge them to return periodically to avoid 
obsolescence. Industries and nations will be 
unable to prosper or to survive without re
search efforts and fulfillment of the accom
panying need for a growing number of 
people who know how to create new knowl
edge. 

As a young boy, he was sick a great 
deal of the time because of allergies. 
However, that sickness did not detract 
him from an insatiable appetite for 
books, at one point reading a book a 
day for 7 or 8 years. 

When he was 14, he told his parents 
he wanted to attend the Massachu
setts Institute of Technology. They 
were horrified and insisted on Har
vard. Well, at 15 he was adiitted to 
Harvard, but his parents insisted that 
he go to a junior college and wait to 
"become the decent age of 16" before 
entering Harvard. 

Here was a deeply committed schol
ar who went on to study at Oxford and 
then return to Harvard to join with 
Ted Hunt, the father of high fidelity, 
in a definitive word on writing the 
equations to describe how a phono
graph needle works. 

With the coming of World War II, 
Dr. Lewis took a post with Bell Tele
phone Laboratories, inventing radar 
systems to be used during the conflict 
on planes, ships, submarines, and 
ground stations. Some of his designs 
still remain classified today. 

Then, 20 years ago, he supervised 
the engineering for the Apollo project 
that put the first man on the Moon. 

This modest administrator had origi
nally planned to retire in July 1980, 
but he felt there was still much he 
could contribute to Lehigh. As a 
result, he took two 1-year extensions. 

Dr. Lewis' achievements are evident 
all over the sprawling campus. He has 
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touched all facets of university life. A 
brief summary reflects the mark he is 
leaving behind him: 

Since 1964, undergraduate enroll
ment has risen from 3,000 to approxi
mately 4,300, including about 1,100 
women, Lehigh's male-only tradition 
fell by the wayside in 1971. 

A system of visiting committees
outside experts-was established in 
1965 to evaluate programs and recom
mend improvements for the individual . 
departments. 

A number of academic programs, in
cluding majors in natural science, biol
ogy, social relations, geological sci
ences, environmental science and re
source management, were established. 

Nine research centers and eight in
stitutes were established in a dramatic 
growth of the university's research ac
tivities. Expenditures for research 
have risen from $1.5 million in 1964 to 
$11.3 million this year. 

Lehigh has undertaken an ambitious 
program to attract and retain more 
noted faculty members. 

From 1964, Lehigh has amassed 
more than $100 million in its fundrais
ing efforts. The most recent fiscal year 
reflected gifts totaling $10. 7 million. 

The most visible sign of change has 
been construction and renovation
more than 30 major projects at a total 
cost of $43.4 million. Just briefly, they 
included Whitaker Laboratory, Mart 
Science and Engineering Library, Sin
clair Library, Centennial Building, 
Sherman Fairchild Laboratory for 
Solid-State Studies, Philip Rauch 
Fieldhouse, Stable Athletic and Con
vocation Center, 13 fraternity houses, 
and Saucon Valley athletic complex. 

We can all take pride in what Dr. 
Lewis has accomplished, not only on 
the Lehigh University campus, but 
also in the fields of education and en
gineering. I am sure all my colleagues 
in the Congress and my constituents 
in the Lehigh Valley wish him well as 
he prepares to embark on retirement. 

Retirement for Dr. Lewis will mean 
pleasurable hours he can enjoy on a 
35-foot boat that he designed and con
structed as a labor of love. He will be 
missed on the campus.e 

PEACE IN THE DESERT 

HON. MARJORIE S. HOLT 
OF MARYLAND 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 2, 1982 

• Mrs. HOLT. Mr. Speaker, I would 
remind the House that the Cannon 
Building rotunda is currently display
ing an exhibit entitled "Farewell to 
Sinai" by the famous Israeli photogra
pher Perri Farag. 

The artistic photography of desert 
and mountain landscapes and people 
are beautiful, and it demonstrates the 
hope for lasting peace. 
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Let us remember that Israel is re

turning conquered territory to her 
former enemy because both Israel and 
Egypt are committed to the peace 
process. The peace agreement t hat led 
to the return of the Sinai was negoti
ated with the late Egyptian President 
Anwar Sadat, and the recovery of this 
territory by Egypt is a lasting tribute 
to his work for peace. 

But the return of this territory is a 
magnificent demonstration of Israeli 
resolve to seek peace. Here is territory 
won with the blood of Israeli soldiers, 
and it is a difficult and emotional ex
perience to relinquish it to the former 
enemy. 

War is a terrible experience, but 
achieving and maintaining peace pre
sents special difficulties and requires 
special sacrifices. I applaud Israel for 
the return of the Sinai to Egypt and 
off er my prayers that the peace proc
ess will continue.e 

"PEACE" GROUPS ORGANIZE 
FOR VIOLENCE 

HON. LARRY McDONALD 
OF GEORGIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 2, 1982 

e Mr. McDONALD. Mr. Speaker, 
"civil disobedience" has come to mean 
not a token violation of a law by an in
dividual to test that law's validity in 
court, but massive, organized, militant 
and confrontational lawbreaking. 
While presenting a "pacifist" image, 
groups supporting Soviet-backed ter
rorist movements are planning to 
blockade the U.S. mission to the 
United Nations and other missions on 
Monday, June 14. 

A concise report of their purpose, de
mands and targets has appeared in the 
Information Digest: 

JUNE 14 CIVIL DISOBEDIENCE 
Operating from offices provided by the 

War Resisters League <WRL), 339 Lafayette 
Street, New York, NY 10012 (212/777-4737], 
the June 14 Civil Disobedience Campaign 
(J-14 CDC> is preparing for large scale, po
tentially violent confrontational demonstra
tions involving civil disobedience at the U.N. 
Missions of the five present nuclear 
powers-United States, Britain, France, Peo
ple's Republic of China and Soviet Union
and at two Western countries with nuclear 
weapons potential-Israel and South Africa. 

The June 14 CD Campaign Handbook, 
states under the heading "sponsors," that 
the Campaign, as of March 21, 1982, is "co
ordinated by the War Resisters League in 
cooperation with" the following groups: 

Catholic Peace Fellowship <CPF>; Clergy 
and Laity Concerned <CALC>; Fellowship of 
Reconciliation <FOR>; Friends Peace Com
mittee <FPC>; Kairos Community; Mobiliza
tion for Survival <MFS>; MFS New York; 
Peacesmith House; SEA Alliance <New 
Jersey>; SHAD Alliance, Long Island and 
New York City chapters; Pax Christi <Co
lumbia); Westchester People's Action Coali-
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tion <WESPAC>: Women's International 
League for Peace and Freedom <WILPF). 

Endorsers of the J-14 CDC were listed as 
the Alliance for Survival-Diablo Canyon 
Task Force; Jonah House <Baltimore>; 
Knolls Action Project; LEPOCO; Mobiliza
tion for Survival <Boston>: Students Against 
Militarism <Columbia); Syracuse Peace 
Council; Thomas Merton Center; and the 
Washington Peace Center. 

Crediting the WRL-related WIN Magazine 
"for use of its facilities for the production 
of this handbook," the training guide "was 
• • • produced with initial loans and contri
butions" from the Brandywine Peace Com
munity; Catholic Peace Fellowship; Central 
Philadelphia Monthly Meeting <of the Soci
ety of Friends); Friends Peace Committee; 
Greenstreet Monthly Meeting; SHAD Alli
ance <Long Island>; Thomas Merton Center; 
War Resisters League <WRL>: New England 
chapter, War Tax Resistance <WTR>: and 
the Philadelphia WTR/WRL. 

While presenting itself as a "nonviolent" 
organization with Marxist, socialist/pacifist 
and anarcho-syndicalist tendencies among 
its members, the WRL has actively cooper
ated with revolutionary groups and CPUSA
dominated coalitions in support, through 
demonstrations and propaganda, for foreign 
terrorist groups backed by the Soviet Union 
and Cuba. Over the past decade, these have 
included the Vietcong, African National 
Congress <ANC> of South Africa, Palestine 
Liberation Organization <PLO), Irish Re
publican Army <IRA), West German June 6 
Movement and Red Army Fraction <RAF>. 
Sandinista National Liberation Front 
<FSLN) of Nicaragua, and Farabundo Marti 
National Liberation Front <FMLN> of El 
Salvador. Likewise, in the U.S., WRL sup
port has gone to members of the Weather 
Underground Organization CWUO), Ameri
can Indian Movement <AIM>. Black Libera
tion Army <BLA> and anti-Vietnam terrorist 
Karl Armstrong, who pleaded guilty to 
second degree murder in the bombing of the 
Army Mathematics Research Center in 
Madison, WI. 

The ideological commitment of J-14 CDC 
organizers to disarmament as a tactic for 
aiding Marxist-Leninist regimes and terror
ist forces is demonstrated in the introduc
tion to the handbook <produced by Peg and 
Belle Averill, Steve Banks, Margaret Berga
mini, Riley Bostrum, Julia Cohrane, Kate 
Donnelly, Ed Hedemann, Holly Hodge, 
Thaddeus Jurczynski, Sharon Kleinbaum, 
Lauri Lowell, John Miller, Esther Pank, 
Susan Pines, Murray Rosenblith and John 
Seward) which states: 

"It is clear that the United States is 
waging war right now in Central America. 
The situation in El Salvador, Guatemala 
and the threat to Nicaragua only reinforces 
the importance of our taking action now. 
The foreign policy of the U.S. continues to 
profit the very rich and powerful while 
stripping everyone else of self-determina
tion, resources and money." 
BACKGROUND ON CIVIL DISOBEDIENCE CAMPAIGN 

A history of the J-14 CDC is provided in 
the handbook (p. 4) which shows that civil 
disobedience lawbreaking has been an inte
gral part of demonstration planning target
ed on the U .N. Second Special Session on 
Disarmament CSSD-ID: 

"The organizing of disarmament activities 
in New York City was initiated by the Mobi
lization for Survival in the spring of 1981. A 
full-fledged Campaign came together Octo
ber 31. Separate task forces were set up to 
organize religious events, a massive rally, 
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international activities and the civil disobe
dience. 

"In February these task forces split into 
independent organizing efforts. The Civil 
Disobedience Task Force became the Civil 
Disobedience Campaign and has formed the 
following task forces of its own: literature, 
training, handbook, finances, fundraising, 
outreach, legal and personnel. Additional 
task forces include media and support." 

The J-14 CDC lists five demands: 
"Disarm unilaterally, starting with nucle

ar weapons: 
Stop proliferation of nuclear weapons by 

dismantling nuclear reactors: 
Redirect resources from the military to 

meet human needs; 
Not intervene militarily in the affairs of 

other countries; 
Announce at the Special Session on Disar

mament; a significant step to be taken im
mediately toward disarmament, a plan to 
dismantle nuclear weapons and dispose of 
nuclear waste." 

TARGET: U.S. NUCLEAR WEAPONS 

Although the J-14 CDC organizers say 
every country should carry out their five de
mands, it is obvious that their actions pri
marily are intended to affect the U.S. In 
their rationales for demonstrating at the 
U.N. missions of the five countries with nu
clear weapons, J-14 CDC minimizes criti
cism of the USSR. 

Devoting a mere eleven lines to Soviet 
strategic forces, they inaccurately imply the 
Soviet Union has no military edge over the 
U.S. but only "virtual parity with the US in 
nuclear weapons capability, military spend
ing, and overall military strength." Regard
ing Soviet weapons development, the hand
book notes only that the USSR "was the 
first country to develop the intercontinental 
ballistic missile <ICBM) and the anti-ballis
tic missile CABM). The USSR is second only 
to the US in arms trade." 

And as for direct criticism of Soviet nucle
ar weapons, its SS-20s, the cruise missiles 
on submarines surrounding Europe, and the 
tremendous "throw weight" of its multi
megaton warheads which far outstrip those 
of the U.S., they merely cite "Swedish 
expert and stateswoman Alva Myrdal has 
observed that 'serious negotiations had 
never been attempted' by either superpow
er." In other words, USSR positions in arms 
control and disarmament talks get no more 
criticism than those of the U.S. 

It is also noted that there is no cirticism 
of Soviet first strike capability, their mili
tary theory that nuclear war is winable, or 
its continuous build up of conventional and 
nuclear forces. This is in sharp contrast to 
the justification of civil disobedience dem
onstrations at the U.S. Mission: 

"The U.S. unilaterally initiated the nucle
ar arms race by unleashing nuclear weapons 
on Hiroshima and Nagasaki. It is the only 
country to have used nuclear weapons 
against human beings (killing 300,000). The 
U.S. owns more nuclear weapons than the 
rest of the world combined. Almost all 
major improvements in the strategic arms 
race have been initiated by the U.S. And it 
seeks to achieve 'counterforce' -or first 
strike-nuclear capability. The U.S. exports 
most of the world's nuclear technology and 
accounts for about half of all international 
weapons sales. The Reagan Administration 
has accelerated total military spending and 
the production of nuclear weapons at the 
expense of social programs. Not only does 
the U.S. have a clear record of entering past 
disarmament negotiations in bad faith, but 
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Reagan plans to be at a NATO conference 
in June in blatant disregard of SSD-II." 

The group's criticism of the People's Re
public of China is stated as "although a 
very distant third of the U.S. and USSR in 
number of nuclear weapons (perhaps 200), 
China does have the ability to destroy the 
Soviet Union." No mention is made that the 
PRC lacks the "delivery capability" to 
threaten the USSR or that the PRC could 
pose a threat to Japan or other non-commu
nist Asian counntry. 

The main rationale given for targeting 
France, which the organizers admit has an 
independent nuclear arsenal smaller than 
that of China, is that "it conducts more fre
quent atmospheric tests and is developing 
new weapons, such as the neutron bomb, 
• • • has a vigorous domestic nuclear power 
program and exports reactors while refusing 
to sign the Non-Proliferation Treaty." The 
enhanced radiation warhead <neutron 
bomb) is a defensive weapon useful primari
ly against invading armored columns, a field 
in which the Warsaw Pact forces have a 4 to 
1 advantage over NATO from which France 
withdrew two decades ago. 

And the British Mission is targeted be
cause "Britain's interest in acquiring a Tri
dent submarine in addition to other military 
hardware makes it clear it is not satisfied 
with the status quo. The remarkably strong 
disarmament movement in Great Britain 
would be given a boost by civil disobedience 

Since the handbook was prepared, the 
missions of South Africa and Israel have 
been added to the target listing by means of 
flyers and posters in the New York area 
which have been distributed by the Ininis
cule Youth International Party CYIP) prob
ably without the knowledge of WRL or J-14 
CDC. 

The J-14 CDC handbook has a section ex
plaining the purpose of civil disobedience 
for those who sympathize or agree with the 
five demands, "but do not understand why 
laws need to be broken," and ask such ques
tions as "Why not go to military facilities or 
the headquarters of the corporate bomb
makers? Why isn't the rally on June 12 suf
ficient to make our views known? • • • Isn't 
there a danger of having the action get dis
torted by the media or governments?" It 
states: 

"Any movement which seeks to stop the 
arms race and achieve disarmament must be 
prepared to incorporate a variety of tactics. 
Civil disobedience is one such tactic. • • • 

"We must go beyond appeals to reason. 
The time has come to raise the stakes of our 
struggle • • • and to accelerate pressure on 
those who continue to justify the existence 
of any nuclear weapons.••• We seek to dis
rupt 'diplomacy as usual' through mass non
violent direct action. In this way the govern
ments cannot ignore our presence and our 
demands.••• 

"• • • We demonstrate during the Special 
Session on Disarmament not to undermine 
the SSD or the UN, but to••• create a mili
tant atmosphere of support for those within 
the UN who truly favor disarmament and 
need our help. We go to the Missions • • • 
also because the focus of the world during 
June will be on the UN."e 
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NURSING HOME DEBATE 

HON. MARY ROSE OAKAR 
OF OHIO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 2, 1982 
• Ms. OAKAR. Mr. Speaker, I am in
troducing today a resolution denounc
ing the regulations proposed by the 
Secretary of Health and Human Serv
ices dealing with the inspection of 
nursing homes and other health care 
facilities. 

Earlier this Congress, congressional 
concern prompted the Secretary to 
withdraw proposals regarding the 
rights of patients in skilled nursing fa
cilities. At that time, we were reas
sured of the Secretary's commitment 
to a deservant quality of life for our 
seniors in nursing homes. Unf ortu
nately, these recent proposals all but 
completely eradicate that commit-
ment. . 

Minimal standards and protections 
afforded by what is unquestionably a 
Federal responsibility for maintenance 
of quality health care have now been 
abandoned. Secretary Schweiker's pro
posal to permit facilities to go un
checked for periods of up to 2 years 
would prompt even the most compli
ant of facilities to become lax in their 
enforcement of safety and care stand
ards. To eliminate the current 90-day 
reinspection provision for nursing 
homes found deficient would give 
these facilities a free hand as to imple
mentation of safety and quality care. 
Finally, the proposed regulation per
mitting certification of facilities by 
the Joint Commission on Accredita
tion of Hospitals-a private body 
having no public accountability and no 
clear enforcement authority-again 
makes it obvious that the care would 
deteriorate and the residents would be 
significantly affected. 

Mr. Speaker, the issue is well taken 
in an editorial from the Cleveland 
Plain Dealer of Tuesday, June 1, 1982, 
I am inserting the editorial in its en
tirety in the RECORD at this point: 

NURSING HOME DEBATE 

The Reagan administration's latest pro
posed cha.Q.ges in regulations governing the 
nursing home industry are unwelcome, un
necessary and could result in a severe reduc
tion in the quality of care in some homes. 

Just two months ago, the Department of 
Health and Human Services announced it 
would not, as planned, lower health and 
safety standards for the 18,000 homes re
ceiving Medicare and Medicaid after cries of 
outrage. These latest rules changes, some of 
which had been mentioned earlier, are 
merely a return engagement in the same 
war. 

The Plain Dealer has reported in depth on 
some of the problems to be found in nursing 
homes-the horrors are unimaginable, the 
fraud almost incalculable. The industry has 
only in the past few years been subject to 
fairly rigid federal regulation and inspec
tion; some of the worst abuses and outright 
thefts have been curtailed. 
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But the struggle for healthy, safe and 

humane care for the elderly who must 
depend on nursing homes is far from over. 
The wounds of the recent past aren't 
healed, though the process has begun. For 
the federal government to remove the basic 
underpinnings of reform regular inspection 
and government certification, is wrong. 

Some nursing home facilities are well-run 
and would continue to be, government regu
lation or no. The inspections, forms and red 
tape are undoubtedly a nuisance, possibly 
costly, to these homes. But in some in
stances-too many instances, if we are to 
judge by past experience-all that is keep
ing many nursing homes within the bounds 
of humanity are those regular inspections, 
forms and prying government officials. 

Until the nursing home industry has a 
long and honored history of adequate, if not 
excellent, care of the elderly, annual gov
ernment inspections must continue. It is far 
too soon to substitute a "flexible" schedule 
of inspections, depending on a nursing 
home's past performance. 

The proposals would also eliminate the 
follow-up inspection requirement to ascer
tain that a violation has indeed been cor
rected, hardly wise considering the sordid 
history of the industry. Nursing home con
ditions can deteriorate rapidly, according to 
the National Citizens Coalition for Nursing 
Home Reform, which has been in the fore
front of advocacy for nursing home pa
tients. 

Finally, we question the wisdom of turn
ing over accreditation of nursing homes to a 
private organization, particularly one with 
intimate ties to the nursing home industry. 
The Joint Commission on Accreditation of 
Hospitals would do the certifying, rather 
than state agencies, as has been done in the 
past. State agencies are hurting for money 
because of federal funding cutbacks, but it 
would seem that accreditation, along with 
inspection, would be the tools by which the 
quality of nursing home care could best be 
controlled. 

These latest proposals for changing the 
way nursing homes are regulated may make 
the nursing home industry happy, but that 
shouldn't be the goal of regulation. Wash
ington shouldn't let down its guard until 
nursing homes across the nation have 
amply proven they no longer need to be 
guarded.• 

STOP DUMPING ON LONG 
ISLAND SOUND 

HON. JOHN LeBOUTILLIER 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 2, 1982 
e Mr. LEBOUTILLIER. Mr. Speaker, 
since October of last year, I have been 
an outspoken critic of Army Corps of 
Engineers proposals to dump dredged 
materials in Long Island Sound. 

That body of water, which is essen
tial to the recreational and commer
cial welfare of tens of thousands of 
Long Island, Connecticut, Rhode 
Island, and east coast residents, must 
be kept clean so that future genera
tions may enjoy its benefits. 

Regrettably, the Army Corps of En
gineers recently approved a dumping 
site less than 2 miles off shore from 
Eaton's Neck, Long Island. The resi-
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dents of the Incorporated Village of 
Lloyd Harbor, in an expression of ex
treme concern over this decision, have 
passed a resolution calling for the ces
sation of this dumping. 

I share their concern, and submit 
their resolution into the RECORD with 
the hope that it will assist our efforts 
to keep Long Island Sound free of 
toxic dredge materials by stopping the 
dumping. 
OPPOSITION TO LoNG ISLAND SOUND DUMPING 

Whereas, the U.S. Army Corps of Engi
neers has selected a site in western Long 
Island Sound for dumping dredged spoil, 
principally from Connecticut harbors, and 

Whereas, the site known as WLIS III is lo
cated due north of Lloyd Point at a distance 
of 1112 to 2 miles, and 

Whereas, the chemical composition of the 
dredged spoil from some harbors is known 
to contain high levels of materials that are 
known health hazards, and 

Whereas, the probable movement of parti
cles and chemicals from the dumped materi
al is beyond human control, and 

Whereas, the chemicals in dumped spoil 
can be absorbed into the food chain of fin
fish and shellfish, and 

Whereas, the Incorporated Village of 
Lloyd Harbor has approximately ten miles 
of shoreline and beaches that are vulnerable 
to contaminants in the adjacent waters, and 

Whereas, the residents of the Village of 
Lloyd Harbor use the waters of Long Island 
Sound for recreation and consume the fin
fish and shellfish therefrom, 

Now, therefore, be it RESOLVED, that 
the Board of Trustees of the Village of 
Lloyd Harbor declares its opposition to the 
selection of a dumping site in western Long 
Island Sound, and requests that action be 
taken by the respective government repre
sentatives to require that the dumping be 
stopped in Long Island Sound and that 
dredged spoil be dumped at ocean sites 
where environmental and health threats are 
lessened.• 

WATKINS AMENDMENT TO H.R. 
6296 

HON. WES WATKINS 
OF OKLAHOMA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday June 2, 1982 

e Mr. WATKINS. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to offer an amendment to H.R. 
6296, the Housing and Urban-Rural 
Recovery Act of 1982. 

My amendment deals with an issue 
important to me and to many Mem
bers of the House of Representatives: 
decent housing for rural America. My 
amendment is designed to insure fair
ness and equity for rural people who 
need decent housing and rural econo
mies which need jobs. Mr. Speaker, as 
you know, there is a housing crisis in 
America. We can be assured this is 
doubly so in rural America. The crisis 
is reflected in the following statistics: 

Although rural areas have one-third 
of the Nation's population, almost 50 
percent of the Nation's bad housing is 
in rural America. 
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Ninety-three percent of the units 

without adequate plumbing are in 
nonmetropolitan areas. 

About 10 million rural people live in 
substandard housing. 

Although rural areas have one-third 
of the Nation's population, only 20 
percent of the Federal Government's 
housing assistance goes to rural Amer
ica. 

My amendment seeks to deal with 
these problems by establishing a mini
mum level of funding to be provided to 
nonmetropolitan areas. Not less than 
25 percent of funds available under 
the single and multifamily housing 
programs must be utilized in the non
metropolitan areas of the Nation. 

Mr. Speaker, rural America needs 
housing assistance. Rural America 
needs jobs. This bill provides both. To 
insure rural America is treated fairly, I 
urge adoption of my amendment. 

AMENDMENT TO H.R. 6296, As REPORTED, 
OFFERED BY MR. WATKINS 

Page 58; insert the following after line 9: 
PART D-CONDITIONS ON ALLOCATION OF 

ASSISTANCE UNDER PARTS A AND B 

SEC. 341. In allocating assistance under 
section 302(j) of part A and under section 
315 of part B, the Secretary of Housing and 
Urban Development shall provide that-

Cl > not less than 25 per centum of the 
funds made available under part A of this 
title shall be utilized with respect to dwell
ing units located outside of metropolitan 
cities <as defined in section 102Ca><4> of title 
I of the Housing and Community Develop
ment Act of 1974>; and 

(2) not less than 25 per centum of the 
funds made available under part B of this 
title shall be ut ilized with respect to 
projects located outside of metropolitan 
cities <as defined in such section 102Ca>< 4».e 

SHALOM SINAI-ROAD TO PEACE 

HON. IKE SKELTON 
OF MISSOURI 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, June 2, 1982 

e Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, on 
April 25, 1982, Israel withdrew from 
the entire Sinai peninsula in accord
ance with the Camp David agree
ments. Accounts of this historic event 
have focused primarily on the tangible 
strategic and economic assets given up 
by Israel in exchange for peace. 
"Shalom Sinai-Road to Peace", a 
photo exhibit currently on display in 
the rotunda of the Cannon House 
Office Building, takes a much differ
ent approach. Taken by the famous Is
raeli photographer, Farag Peri, these 
photos stress the beauty and charm of 
the region-the essence of life in the 
Sinai. The exhibit is a clear demon
stration of the love the Israelies hold 
for this land and the sincere hope that 
the sacrifices made by Israel will 
insure a permanent and lasting peace. 

This display offers tribute to the end 
of one era but it also signals the dawn
ing of a new age. The Sinai withdrawal 
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proves Israel's sincerity in their quest 
for peace and symbolizes the hopes of 
both nations that this peace is just 
around the corner. 

I urge my colleagues to take this op
portunity to see this exhibit which 
will be available for public viewing 
from June 1 through June 12.e 

NATO'S MAKE-BELIEVE WORLD 

HON. G. WILLIAM WHITEHURST 
OF VIRGINIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday June 2, 1982 

e Mr. WHITEHURST. Mr. Speaker, 
on May 6, I introduced House Concur
rent Resolution 335, as a companion to 
the resolution cosponsored in the 
other body by Senators RoTH, GLENN, 
and NUNN. These resolutions call upon 
the President to propose, at the NATO 
Summit which is about to commence, 
that the Allies begin in earnest to pool 
their vast financial, technological, and 
human resources to provide for our 
common defense at acceptable costs. 

I am gratified that 10 of my col
leagues have agreed to join me as co
sponsors of this resolution, and al
though it was not acted upon in the 
House in time to be passed along to 
the President, I am nevertheless hope
ful that he will see fit to make such a 
proposal, if not at the Summit, then 
certainly at the earliest possible op
portunity thereafter. 

In the Friday, May 21, 1982, edition 
of the Christian Science Monitor, 
there was a brief commentary by Sen
ator RoTH outlining the reasons for 
the resolution, and I am pleased to 
share his views with my colleagues at 
this point in the RECORD. 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
[From the Christian Science Monitor, May 

21, 1982) 
NATO's MAKE-BELIEVE WORLD 

(By WILLIAM V. ROTH, Jr.) 
Sens. John Glenn and Sam Nunn have 

joined me in sponsoring a Senate resolution 
calling on the President to propose that the 
North Atlantic alliance finally begin in ear
nest to pool our vast financial, technologi
cal, and human resources to provide for our 
common defense at acceptable costs. The 
resolution expresses the sense of the Con
gress that the President should make this 
proposal at the NATO Summit in Bonn in 
June. 

The idea of combining the talents, re
sources, and energies of the free peoples of 
the West is of course not new. It lay at the 
heart of the original purpose for which 
NATO itself was formed. But in practice 
neither NATO as a military organization, 
nor the defense industries supporting it 
have functioned as a unified and integrated 
system. 

On paper, NATO looks impressive. In 
terms of numbers of men under arms, and 
total amount spent on defense, the West 
would appear to be more than adequately 
strong to meet the threat posed by Warsaw 
Pact forces. But the statistics hide a grim 
reality. 
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As a military force, NATO functions as a 

loosely organized collection of 14 separate 
national defense efforts. Each member 
nation determines what it will buy, and 
when it will buy it. Levels of ammunition 
and other war reserves are set independent
ly. In fact, NATO's integrated Military 
Command commands very little that is inte
grated. Consequently, NATO's forces are 
qualitatively uneven <some weak and some 
strong), and quantitatively inferior to the 
Warsaw Pact. They have only a limited abil
ity to rearm, repair, reinforce, support, 
supply or even communicate with one an
other. 

In short, there is less to NATO than meets 
the eye. 

Until recently, few people on either side of 
the Atlantic seemed troubled that NATO 
copperation was largely a facade. American 
nuclear superiority obviated the need for a 
credible, collective conventional deterrent. 
It permitted our European allies to adopt 
defense industry policies that were inspired 
more by national prestige or domestice eco
nomic considerations than by a real desire 
to contribute to our common defense. Our 
European allies are paying at least one-third 
less than we are for defense, although their 
combined economies are larger than ours. In 
R&D alone, our allies would be spending 
some $10 billion more per year, if they were 
contributing proportionately to the defense 
of the West. 

In this country, many in the defense es
tablishment still act as if armaments coop
eration was merely a rhetorical exercise. 
They seem to be blinded by the large favor
able trade balance we enjoy in military sales 
abroad, and perhaps by the belief that as 
long as we are providing the real defense, 
cooperation isn't necessary. 

But the costs of modem weapons systems 
and military programs have reached astro
nomical proportions. NATO's fragmented 
defense industrial system is causing the 
"structural disarmanent" of Europe in the 
face of a growing Soviet threat. Formerly 
significant producers of first-class military 
equipment, such as Great Britain, are pro
gressively leaving the scene. Were it not for 
sales to the third world, especially OPEC 
countries, Britain and France might be vir
tually out of the defense equipment busi
ness. 

The demise of Western European defense 
industries would not, as some might think, 
lead to a commensurate increase in the sales 
of American military equipment to our 
allies. Rather it would lead to a progressive 
decline in the total allied military strength, 
as the Europeans simply procure less and 
less. 

The structural disarmament process is not 
just a European phenomenon. Eight of the 
13 production lines building US Navy air
craft are turning out fewer than 20 planes a 
year. Three of these lines will each produce 
only six aircraft in fiscal year 1983. The "in
evitable results" Cin the words of Sen. John 
Tower's Armed Services Committee Report> 
"are exorbitant unit costs and wasted re
sources." If we Americans persist in trying 
to produce everything ourselves, we too will 
finally succumb to structural disarmament. 
We will find ourselves spending more and 
more money producing everything in ever 
smaller quantities-all by ourselves! 

NATO can no longer afford to live in a 
make-believe world of giving complacent lip 
service to allied cooperation, while its indi
vidual members pursue divergent and even 
conflicting defense policies. The realities of 
today · will not permit it. For as Winston 
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Churchill put it: "You must look at the 
facts, because the facts look at you." . 

This alliance is spending more money on 
defense than is the Warsaw Pact. Yet we 
debate among ourselves as to how many 
days we might be able to resist attack, with
out resorting to nuclear war. The fact we 
now must look at is this: 

Do the allied legislators, and the allied 
heads of government, have a moral right to 
impose a $200 billion annual tax burden on 
our people to produce conventional forces 
that are collectively so weak, that the day 
could come when we would face the choice 
of surrender, or nuclear war? 

The Roth-Glenn-Nunn resolution says (in 
effect>: No-we do not have a moral right to 
continue on our present course. We must 
pool our resources for our common defense; 
we must eliminate all unnecessary duplica
tion of defense industrial effort; we must 
share, equitably and efficiently, the finan
cial burdens and economic benefits of 
NATO defense. And we must take the first 
step at the NATO summit in June.e 

PUBLIC DISORDERS LIKELY AT 
NEW YORK DISARMAMENT 
RALLY 

HON. LARRY McDONALD 
OF GEORGIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 2, 1982 
• Mr. McDONALD. Mr. Speaker, one 
of the curious facts is that the more 
stridently the organizers of mass dem
onstrations call for peace, the more 
likely the chance for violence and 
public disorder in the event. The top 
organizers of a rally for a nuclear 
freeze such as Sid Peck, Cora Weiss, 
Norma Becker, Dave Dellinger, Paul 
Mayer, Dave McReynolds and compa
ny including overt capital "C" Com
munists have a track record for setting 
up large demonstrations in which rev
olutionary and violence-oriented 
groups were welcomed. The peaceful 
demonstrators became cannon fodder 
for militant revolutionary provoca
teurs. 

The most recent edition of the news
letter, Information Digest, published 
by John Rees, has provided an excel
lent analysis of the potential for dis
turbances at a march and rally in New 
York on June 12. The article follows: 

BUILDING ACTIONS FOR JUNE 12 
DISARMAM!:NT RALL y 

In New York City, local organizing in sup
port of the June 12 rally for a nuclear 
freeze included speakers appearing before a 
New York City Council Committee on 
Public Welfare on .May 13 in support of 
three resolutions which were passed. These 
were Resolution 1907 introduced by Coun
cilman Stanley Michaels which urged Con
gressional approval of the Kennedy-Hat
field nuclear freeze resolution; # 1844 intro
duced by Councilwoman Carol Greitzer in 
support of a moratorium on nuclear weap
ons testing and manufacture; and # 1840 for 
June 12 to be declared "Peace Day" in New 
York introduced by Councilwoman Miriam 
Friedlander, identified in sworn Congres
sional testimony as a CPUSA member as
signed in the 1960s to the New York Demo
cratic "reform" movement. 
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Speakers supporting the "Peace Day" and 

nuclear freeze measures included Jarvis 
Tyner, chairman of CPUSXA's New York 
District and member of the CPUSA Central 
Committee; Bella Abzug; Richard Hoyen, 
chairman of the New York Young Workers 
Liberation League <YWLL>, the CPUSA's 
youth arm; Balfour Brickner, senior rabbi, 
Stephen Wise Free Synagogue; Rev. David 
Garcia, St. Mark's Church; actress Colleen 
Dewhurst; and Dr. Jonathan Lorch, PSR. 

A number of groups are working to ensure 
large numbers of children participate in the 
demonstration-which could have unfortu
nate results should violence or panic break 
out. 

On May 16, about 1,000 supporters of a 
new disarmament youth group, Future Gen
erations <FG > met at Central Park's Dela
corte Theater to listen to adult entertainers 
including James Taylor, Richie Havens and 
Chaka Kahn and watch and listen to young 
entertainers from the High School of Per
forming Arts, Bank Street School, Walden 
High School and other institutions support 
disarmament with poetry readings, dances, 
personal statements and the release of bal
loons. 

According to its statement of purpose, FG 
"sponsored by Performing Artists for Nucle
ar Disarmament <PANO), is a group of 8 to 
18 year-old young people coming together to 
express our fears and feeling on the issue of 
nuclear disarmament." The Daily World (5/ 
18/82) was particularly impressed by the 
performance of an FG panel-Abby Pogre
bin, 16; Roxana Tynan, 14; Pam Koffler, 16; 
and Noah Emmerich, 17-at a press confer
ence. According to the report: 

"The four • • • skillfully responded to all 
the questions of the press-including those 
that were meant to red-bait them. One re
porter asked them, 'You're saying so much 
about what you're going to do about the 
U.S. government, what are you going to do 
about the Soviet Union?' The answer was 
'We're Americans and we can do something 
about what America is doing, not the 
USSR.'" 

Other groups encouraging disarmament 
activism by children and teachers include 
Educators for Social responsibility <ESR> 
under president Roberta Snow of Brookline, 
MA; Parents and Friends for Children's Sur
vival <PFCS>, New York; and the Children's 
Campaign for Nuclear Disarmament 
<CCND>. 

On May 26, nearly a dozen disarmament 
and "nuclear freeze" meetings were held in 
New York City neighborhoods in one 
evening. 

Other building actions will include the ar
rival at the U.N. of the "World Peace 
March" on June 7, an event which may at
tract as many as 7,000 people for a rally in 
U.N. Plaza. 

The World Peace March consists of some 
30 participants who left Los Angeles on Oc
tober 24, 1981, and were joined in Washing
ton on May 13 by a smaller contingent that 
had left New Orleans on January 1. The 
group, now numbering 64, is being led by 
eight drum-beating Japanese Buddhist 
monks and one American Indian. The leader 
is Gyoton Yoshida, a Japanese monk, ac
companied by an interpreter, Tetsuo Ha
segawa. The march includes 6 Germans, one 
Briton, one Canadian, and 12 Japanese with 
the remainder Americans. 

A second building action will take the 
form of an International Religious Convoca
tion at the Cathedral of St. John the Divine 
on June 11. In the afternoon, the convoca
tion participants will proceed to the Great 
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Lawn in Central park where they will plant 
a ginko tree. Later a small group will seek to 
present a "peace petition" to the U.S. Mis
sion; and members of the convocation will 
then maintain an overnight vigil outside the 
building. 

RALLY LOGISTICS. 

The June 12 Rally Committee (J-12 RC> 
organizers are continuing to present to New 
York City officials intransigent, unreason
able, and escalating demands which appear 
designed to keep the protest crowd in the 
United Nations area. It was noted that 
during negotiations between New York City 
officials and leaders of the J-12 RC, two 
chimpanzees escaped from the Central Park 
Zoo. One quickly returned to her cage while 
the second climbed a tree, prompting one 
official to quip that the chimps would 
rather go back to their cages than negotiate 
for their freedom with Cora Weiss and 
Norma Becker. 

Under cover of a large crowd, militant 
"direct action" groups could stage violent as 
well as "non-violent" civil disobedience ac
tions well in advance of the advertised 
Monday, June 14 civil disobedience actions. 
The possibility of such events on June 12 
must be considered strong in that there is a 
significant overlap in organizations sponsor
ing both demonstrations. 

There also is a possibility that in advance 
of the two demonstrations, "symbolic" pro
tests in the form of bombings could be car
ried out against either the U.N. missions of 
the target countries, or against related air
line and other offices. 

Furthermore, the "feeder marches" will 
be massing along streets near the U.N. mis
sions of the "nuclear powers" targeted for 
the June 14th demonstrations. Possible tar
gets for "direct action" on June 12 include 
the following U.N. missions: 

Great Britain-on the 10th floor of a mul
tiple entrance office building at 845 Third 
Avenue <51st and 52nd Streets>. it may be a 
target not only a target for support groups 
for the terrorist Irish Republican Army 
<IRA> and Irish National Liberation Army 
UNLA>, but also for Castroite Latin Ameri
can terrorists supporting Argentina over the 
Falkland Islands. Even Trotskyist groups in
cluding the Socialist Workers Party <SWP> 
and ultra-militant Workers World Party 
<WWP> have lined up with the USSR and 
Cuba in backing Argentina. 

Israel-stridently attacked in the pro-PLO 
revolutionary press, it is an announced 
target for civil disobedience on June 14 and 
could be a target on June 12 as well. El Al 
airlines could also become a target. 

South Africa-as a potential nuclear 
power and major target for Soviet-support
ed terrorism and subversion, it is an an
nounced target for civil disobedience on 
June 14. The mission and South Africa Air
ways are possible targets on June 12 as well. 

USSR-at 136 East 67th Street, could be a 
target for members of the Jewish Defense 
League <JDL) as well as emigres and others, 
such as Afghanis or Vietnamese, with cause 
for grievance against the Soviet Union. 

U.S. Mission-directly facing the United 
Nations on the planned march route, this is 
an obvious target for breakaway demonstra
tions, sit-downs, etc. 

The rally is scheduled to commence at 1 
p.m. A key incentive to increase the size of 
the crowd is the inclusion of an entertain
ment component which, according to orga
nizers, is to include James Taylor, Carly 
Simon, Jackson Browne, the reunion of 
Peter, Paul and Mary, Linda Ronstadt, Roy 
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Brown, Holly Neur, Rita Marley, the 
Reggae group, Third World and The Com
manders. The probable format of the rally 
will be 15 minutes of entertainment fol
lowed by one or more speakers. At least four 
"passings of the hat" will collect funds. 

Speakers whose appearances are con
firmed include Norma Becker, chairman of 
the War Resisters League <WRL> and a key 
J-12 RC organizer; Roman Bedor, leader of 
the Committee for a Nuclear Free Pacific, 
whose recent activities include lecturing to 
activists at the Institute for Policy Studies 
UPS>; Bella Abzug, ex-Congresswoman and 
former legislative director of Women Strike 
for Peace <WSP> now heading Women, 
U.S.A.; Rev. Herbert Daughtry, National 
Black United Front <NBUF>; Randall Fors
berg, Nuclear Weapons Freeze Campaign; 
Helen Caldiott, president of Physicians for 
Social Responsibility <PSR>, Johnstone Ma
katini of the African National Congress 
CANCl Coretta Scott King; Cleveland Rob
inson, Coalition of Black Trade Unionists 
<CBTU>; Yolanda Sanchez, Hispanics for 
Survival and Disarmament; and Msgr. Bruce 
Kent, a top leader of the London-based 
Committee for Nuclear Disarmament 
<CND>. William Winpisinger, president of 
the International Association of Machinists 
and Aerospace Workers <IAM> and UAW 
president Douglas Fraser have been invited 
to speak. 

J-12 RC organizers also have invited Guil
lermo Ungo, spokesman for the political 
front of the Castroite terrorist Farabundo 
Marti National Liberation Front of El Salva
dor; the American Indian Movement <AIM>; 
and Carlos Zenon, militant leader of the 
Vieques protest movement in Puerto Rico 
against the U.S. Navy. 

It is emphasized that if the march crowd 
is sufficiently large, the campus, religious 
and children's groups can serve as a screen 
for disruptive actions by the tightly orga
nized militant and revolutionary protesters. 

Furthermore, should there be problems of 
dispersal of the crowd from Central Park 
after the rally, due to end at 6 pm and likely 
taking at least two hours to disperse, mili
tant . groups may take advantage of this for 
actions under cover of darkness. The fact 
that many of those planning to take part in 
the June 14 civil disobedience actions will 
remain in New York over the weekend could 
also contribute to disorders.e 

A TRIBUTE TO ROBERT BADINI 

HON. JAMES A. COURTER 
OF NEW JERSEY 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 2, 1982 
e Mr. COURTER. Mr. Speaker, If I 
May, I would like to take just a few 
moments to recognize an outstanding 
public servant, Mr. Robert Badini of 
Roxbury Township in Morris County. 

Mr. Badin, as administrator fo the 
Roxbury Township government for 15 
years, supervised all townhip depart
ments and over 300 employees to 
assure the smooth and efficient oper
ation of services to community citizens 

From all accounts, Robert Badini is 
loved and respected by the township 
employees. He served Roxbury Town
ship well for many years as a compe
tent, dedicated citizen working hard 
for the betterment of the community. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
His community spirit extends 

beyond work to participation in local 
activities and organizations: Little 
league coach, midget football coach, 
and a member of the wrestling boost
ers. He is also a member of Rotary 
International. 

As a token of their appreciation for 
his 15 years of service to the township, 
Robert Badini's family, friends, and 
colleagues will honor him at a testimo
nial dinner on June 25. 

It is with great honor that I speak 
on behalf of all those people in Rox
bury who know and love Bob Badini to 
say thank you for his unselfish com
mitment. We wish him the best of luck 
and happiness in the years ahead. 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker.e 

FATHER SMITH AWARDED 
SOURIN MEDAL 

HON.CHARLESF.DOUGHERTY 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 25, 1982 

e Mr. DOUGHERTY. Mr. Speaker, on 
May 19, the Catholic Philopatrian Lit
erary Institute of Philadelphia pre
sented their annual Sourin Award to 
Rev. Michael J. Smith, S.J., in recogni
tion of his many contributions to his 
community, his profession, and his 
church. 

Also celebrating his golden jubilee as 
a Jesuit this year, Father Smith is a 
familiar and well-respected member of 
Philadelphia's Catholic community. 
After studies abroad, he served as 
dean and taught philosophy for more 
than 30 years at Saint Joseph's Uni
versity in Philadelphia and was also 
involved in secondary education as 
president and principal of another 
well-known Philadelphia institution, 
St. Joseph's Prep, for 6 years. Current
ly serving as special assistant to the 
president of St. Joseph's University, 
Father Smith travels the country 
acting as a link between college 
alumni and their school. One other as
sigrunent which Father Smith calls a 
"special joy" for him is his chaplaincy 
to a convent of cloistered visitation 
nuns for more than a quarter of a cen
tury. Father Smith is also an author
ity on the history of Philadelphia and 
Jesuit activities in the area. 

The Catholic Philopatrian Literary 
Institute is part of that history dating 
back to 1850 when its founder, Jesuit 
Father Edward Sourin, in whose 
honor the award is given, first gath
ered together a group of the young 
sons of immigrant families to continue 
their education which had been cut 
short by the economic, emotional, and 
political conditions of those troubled 
times. Now in its 132d year, the 
"Philo" is the oldest Catholic organi
zation of its kind in this country with 
a membership of more than 500 lay 
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Catholic professionals who continue to 
fulfill Father Sourin's aims through 
their annual scholarship awards. 

The Sourin Medal, their highest 
award, is presented each year to an 
outstanding American Catholic. In 
making the 1982 selection, the award 
committee made special mention of 
Father Smith's outstanding record of 
service and activities in the field of 
education and youth guidance. 

Mr. Speaker, we congratulate Father 
Smith and thank him for his lifelong 
dedication to church and society 
which embodies the motto of his reli
gious community: "All for the greater 
glory of God!"• 

BILL GREEN'S EFFORTS FOR 
ANIMAL WELFARE 

HON. BILL GREEN 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 2, 1982 
e Mr. GREEN. Mr. Speaker, I feel 
that the welfare of animals is a very 
important issue. Though the use of 
animals is an important tool for medi
cal and other types of research, we 
must assure that laboratory animals 
are not used where other methods will 
suffice, and that they are spared un
necessary anguish. Animals in the en
vironment must also be spared inhu
mane and unnecessary encroachments 
by man. Below is a listing of my ac
tions in this area. 

Congressional Hearings on Laborato
ry Animals: I testified on October 13, 
1981, during 2 days of hearings by the 
House Science and Technology Com
mittee on the use of animals in labora
tories. In my testimony, I called for 
tightened inspection of animal facili
ties by the Department of Agricul
ture's Animal and Plant Health In
spection Service and by the National 
Institutes of Health. For example, the 
monkeys that were removed from a 
Maryland lab after its shocking condi
tions were exposed would have been 
spared unnecessary agony if existing 
NIH standards had been enforced. I 
also called on NIH to strengthen its 
role in disseminating information on 
alternative methods of research, and 
for regulatory reform so that certain 
tests involving animals are not dupli
cated in different agencies. 

Animal Welfare Legislation: I have 
cosponsored H.R. 220, which estab
lishes Federal funding for the study of 
alternative methods. I feel this bill ad
dresses the need to develop tests that 
may be of greater relevance to 
humans, will spare animal lives, elimi
nate unnecessary testing duplication, 
and save money. 

Leg-Hold Traps: Current traps used 
for furs can cause animals great suf
fering and prolonged, agonizing death. 
Also, animals not meant for the traps 
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often get ensnared in them. To allevi
ate this terrible problem, I have co
sponsored the Wildlife on Federal 
Lands Trapping Act. This legislation 
would require that the Interior Secre
tary set minimum standards for differ
ent types of traps for different species 
on Federal lands. Interstate commerce 
in furs would carry the same restric
tions under this bill as those imposed 
on furs taken on Federal lands. The 
bill also provided $0.5 million for de
velopment of more humane traps. 

Baby Seals: For some time, the 
United States has banned imports of 
products made from seals and other 
marine mammals. I joined over 80 of 
my colleagues in sending a telex to the 
European Parliament and the Europe
an Economic Council urging them to 
adopt a similar policy. The EEC repre
sents 75 percent of the market for 
baby harp and hood seal skins, and I 
hope our telex will persuade them to 
protect these innocent animals, which 
are clubbed to death by the thousands 
while their mothers watch. You may 
also be interested to know that I co
sponsored a measure to establish Na
tional Seal Day, a day on which to cel
ebrate the seal birthing season. 

Draize Test: I have written to the 
Food and Drug Administration regard
ing the Draize test. This is a very pain
ful test used on rabbits to test sub
stances for eye irritation. The FDA 
now has a policy that any skin irritant 
can be assumed to be an eye irritant, 
thereby eliminating much painful suf
fering among rabbits. I have also co
sponsored a resolution expressing Con
gress sense that Federal agencies 
should develop alternatives to the 
Draize test.e 

TRIBUTE TO SUPERINTENDENT 
WILLIAM LOUIS 

HON. NORMAN F. LENT 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 2, 1982 
•Mr. LENT. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to direct the attention of my col
leagues to the retirement of a good 
friend, who is one of the outstanding 
educators in the State of New York. I 
ref er to the superintendent of schools 
in my home town of East Rockaway, 
N.Y., William Louis. 

Bill Louis has been a tremendous 
force for improvement in the quality 
of education in the East Rockaway 
Union Free School District during the 
19 years he has served as its superin
tendent of schools. Some idea of his 
dedication and devotion to his prof es
sional duties may be gained from his 
letter to the East Rockaway School 
Board stating his intention to retire as 
of July 31 of this year. Superintendent 
Louis said he planned to start his vaca
tion as of July 1, then noted: "It will 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
be the first time in 19 years that I will 
have taken my entire vacation." 

Mr. Speaker, I hold the deep convic
tion that those like Bill Louis, who 
dedicate their life's work to the educa
tion of our children, are the real main
stays of our country. Their influence 
on the education and development of 
our children is of inestimable value to 
our Nation. 

The East Rockaway community has 
been fortunate, indeed to have had 
the services of Bill Louis for nearly 
two decades. But the past 19 years as 
superintendent of the East Rockaway 
public school system represent only a 
part of Bill Louis' long and distin
guished career as an educator. 

His teaching career began in the 
school year before Pearl Harbor in 
Schenectady, N. Y. Four years service 
with the U.S. Air Force in World War 
II interrupted that career. But after 
his wartime service, Bill Louis re
turned to the Schenectady school 
system, then became a supervisor in 
the State education department and, 
later, an assistant superintendent in 
the Schenectady County school 
system. 

In 1963, Bill Louis began his career 
in Nassau County, taking over as East 
Rockaway school superintendent in 
that year. His nearly two decades of 
service have brought many changes in 
educational programs and services in 
the East Rockaway school system. Su
perintendent Louis, for example, pio
neered the introduction of computers 
as teaching tools in the East Rock
away public schools. In all of his inno
vations, his goal always was to improve 
the quality of education for East 

. Rockaway's children. I particularly 
admire his belief that one of the most 
important goals of the teacher is to 
raise the expectations of the students, 
so they may achieve more than they 
thought possible. 

Such a philosophy of excellence has 
been the hallmark of Bill Louis' 
career. As a longtime friend, I can also 
attest to the outstanding personal at
tributes Bill brought to his profession: 
his outgoing personality, his tremen
dous dedication to his work, his friend
liness, his sterling character. These 
are the qualities of a remarkable man. 

The East Rockaway public schools 
will sorely miss Bill Louis' outstanding 
talents and abilities, his wisdom, and 
his excellent judgment. 

I know that all of Bill Louis' friends 
and colleagues join me in wishing him 
the fullest enjoyment of his retire
ment years, and also in the wish that 
those years will be blessed with good 
health, the richness of many friend
ships, and the warmth of many pleas
ant memories from a lifelong career of 
accomplishment.e 
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AMERICAN SHIPBUILDING 
INDUSTRY IS IN TROUBLE 

HON. JAMES J. FLORIO 
OF NEW JERSEY 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 2, 1982 

e Mr. FLORIO. Mr. Speaker, Secre
tary of Transportation Drew Lewis has 
announced a new maritime program 
which will encourage American ship 
operators to acquire and repair ships 
in foreign yards. 

Under this proposal, shipowners 
would be able to obtain Federal oper
ating subsidies for foreign-built vessels 
and the tariff on repairs in foreign 
shipyards would be repealed. Also, for
eign vessels reregistering in the United 
States would become eligible to trans
port American food aid shipments im
mediately, rather than having to wait 
3 years. 

This proposed policy is of great con
cern to me. At a time when unemploy
ment is at postwar record levels, the 
administration has proposed a policy 
to encourage export of American jobs 
to foreign shipyards. At a time when 
this Nation is building up its national 
defense to close windows of vulnerabil
ity, the administration is proposing to 
open a huge new window by increasing 
American reliance on foreign ship
builders to supply our critical ocean 
vessel needs. 

I am concerned that if we get into an 
international crisis, we will want to 
insure the availability of a strong do
mestic shipbuilding industry and a 
skilled work force. Under the adminis
tration's maritime program, however, 
our domestic shipbuilding capability 
would be jeopardized. Instead of 
trying to improve and build up our do
mestic ship construction capability, 
the administration is proposing to tear 
it down. 

The current desperate situation 
facing our domestic shipbuilding in
dustry was described well in a recent 
article in the Wall Street Journal. Ac
cording to the article, shipbuilders 
"cry foul, and predict that the admin
istration's policies will hasten the clos
ing of some essential yards." As one 
shipbuilding executive put it: 

For years this country has refused to 
decide whether the capability to make ships 
is in the national interest. Now we're totally 
turning our back on the subject. 

The administation's contradictory 
policies in this area do not go unno
ticed. According to the same article: 

Shipyard workers say they can't reconcile 
President Reagan's commitment to a strong 
military with his apparent willingness to let 
thousands of shipyard jobs-and perhaps 
the entire industry-disappear. 

Mr. Speaker, encouraging foreign 
shipbuilding to supply American ship
ping needs does not make sense. It will 
hurt our Nation's efforts to combat 
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unemployment and will harm our na
tional defense. I urge my colleagues to 
consider this issue carefully as the 
future of our maritime policy is debat
ed.• 

CONFRONTATIONAL TRAINING 
FOR JUNE 14 

HON. LARRY McDONALD 
OF GEORGIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 2, 1982 
e Mr. McDONALD. Mr. Speaker, as I 
noted earlier, the term "civil disobedi
ence" has been co-opted by so-called 
"pacifist" groups who regularly aid 
and abet Soviet foreign policy goals, 
albeit indirectly. On Monday, June 14, 
"pacifist" groups will attempt to 
blockade several missions to the 
United Nations. 

As part of this demonstration of 
"pacifism" the organizers are undergo
ing confrontational training with the 
result being to provoke violence from 
blockade participants. 

The report on these plans from the 
authoritative "Information Digest" 
follows: 

CONFRONTATIONAL TRAINING FOR JUNE 14 
The June 14 Civil Disobedience Campaign 

(J-14 CDC) handbook (produced by that or
ganization) demonstrates that as in the 
past, participants undergoing the mandato
ry training are being psychologically pre
pared to confront people attempting to go 
to work and to resist lawful police orders by 
physical means which are designed to pro
voke violence. The handbook states: 

"On encountering a police barricade ('saw 
horses,' real horses, or police), do not hesi
tate to go around them if possible. • • • for
ward motion is encouraged. If forward 
progress is physically blocked by a line of 
police and no immediately obvious way to 
get closer is apparent, sit down and block 
any traffic which may be passing through 
the barricades." 

The handbook demonstrates that the or
ganizers are looking carefully at their fail
ure to shut down Wall Street on October 29, 
1979, where demonstrators attempted to set 
up their blockades before daybreak, hours 
earlier than they had announced, but found 
police already deployed. 

Organizers also admit that the New York 
City mounted unit is highly skilled at crowd 
control and dispersal, and will try to per
suade demonstrators to sit down in front of 
police or mounted charges and accept inju
ries. 

The locations of some targeted missions in 
multi-purpose public office buildings allow 
approaches from several directions. Orga
nizers are calling for close coordination and 
timing so that "affinity groups converge si
multaneously from all directions on each 
Mission." Information developed from J-14 
CDC sources indicates that some "affinity 
groups" appearing to be office workers will 
infiltrate the buildings housing the mis
sions. 

The handbook indicates that the ap
proaches may be fast running charges 
through and over police barricades, stating: 
"affinity groups should not allow wooden 
barricades to stop their forward motion. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
Our tactic is not to avoid arrest, but to avoid 
being corralled, if at all possible." 

NONCOOPERATION 

Stating that "nonviolent action draws its 
strength from open confrontation and non
cooperation," the handbook for civil disobe
dience participants encourages as many of 
those arrested as possible to "continue their 
resistance • • • in the jails and courts" to 
the point of fanaticism and possible death. 
Its chapter on "noncooperation" com
mences: 

"A refusal to cooperate with the imprison
ment of oneself or others is sensible and 
natural to many of us. • • • Many of us 
oppose prisons altogether, viewing the in
equalities and injustices of our society as its 
culprits, not the victims who end up rotting 
in its jails. 

"Once we are removed from the Missions, 
we'll be taken to the courts and jails. Ham
pering our removal and refusing to assist 
these institutions in their protection of the 
nuclear mission is of inestimable value. Non
cooperation impedes our removal and pro
longs our ability to accomplish our goals of 
stopping the violent business-as-usual of our 
targets. We become burdens to the courts 
and jails and the status quo become more 
difficult and costly to protect." 

Suggestions for "noncooperation" start 
with going limp to force police to carry dem
onstrators when being arrested. They con
tinue with refusal to give one's name, ad
dress, social security number or an employ
ment reference to the courts, and refusing 
to promise to return for later court appear
ances if released. 

"Physical noncooperation" tactics being 
encouraged include water fasting modeled 
on the 1981 hunger strike actions of jailed 
members of the terrorist IRA and INLA to 
the point of suicide "as did several Irish 
freedom fighters during the H-Block hunger 
strike." Other tactics include total refusal to 
walk in jail or the courtroom; soiling oneself 
by refusing to use a toilet and to clean one
self so that prison officials might have to 
"force-feed and diaper the inmate." 

Following the pattern of past events in
volving civil disobedience, "affinity groups" 
of 8 to 12 people will form the core of the 
action. Individualism, independent thinking 
and basic common sense in avoiding injury 
are discouraged through highly manipula
tive group meetings and role-playing ses
sions. Experienced trainers called "facilita
tors" and "vibes-watchers" carefully manip
ulate affinity group emotions until its mem
bers arrive at the "correct" responses. 

According to J-14 CDC, such training ses
sions already have been held in Westchest
er, Syracuse, Long Island, Rochester, and 
Ithaca, NY; Dallas; Tucson; Columbus; 
Washington, D.C.; Boston; Chicago; Pitts
burgh, Philadelphia, Wilkes-Barre and Al
lentown, PA; Newark; Atlanta; Gainesville; 
Milwaukee and in the states of New Hamp
shire, Vermont, and North Carolina. 

It is expected that some European and 
Japanese groups will take part in civil dis
obedience actions. 

At this time, logistics meetings are 
planned for New York at 339 Lafayette 
Street on June 8 and June 13. The meetings 
will determine which affinity groups go to 
which targeted mission, their time of arrival 
if other than 8 am, and the exact location of 
their "blockade point." 

While the organizers claim that "many 
thouands" will be involved in civil disobedi
ence, based on available information, it is 
believed the participants will not exceed 
5,000. However, a variety of unpredictable 
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factors could result in this estimate being 
substantially revised.• 

NEW JERSEY AFL-CIO 
CONSTITUTIONAL CONVENTION 

HON. PETER W. RODINO, JR. 
OF NEW JERSEY 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday June 2, 1982 
e Mr. RODINO. Mr. Speaker, I want 
to call my colleagues' attention to a 
very special event being held in my 
home State this weekend-the New 
Jersey State AFL-CIO's 18th Consti
tutional Convention. 

Whenever I stand with my friends of 
organized labor, I always remember 
the first words of our Constitution. 
Those words are: "We the people". 

We the people now face the over
whelming task of getting our economy 
back on track; and no one knows 
better than the men and women of the 
labor movement that it takes a tre
mendous cooperative effort by govern
ment, business, and workers. Fortu
nately, the New Jersey AFL-CIO has a 
long tradition of being in the forefront 
of social and economic change for the 
better. The civil rights movement, the 
worker safety movement and many 
other social justice issues all gained 
impetus from the efforts of New Jer
sey's AFL-CIO; and with leaders like 
Charlie Marciante and Ed Pulver, I am 
confident that this proud tradition 
will continue to flourish. 

There is no time to lose in our strug
gle to refuel the economy and revital
ize our cities. The time to start is 
now-or maybe I should say the time 
to start was last year, when the 
Reagan administration took the 
Nation down an unmarked road of eco
nomic chance. They called it "supply
side economics." But, in fact, as 
Budget Director David Stockman ad
mitted in his private moments, supply
side economics was merely traditional 
"trickle-down" economics in disguise. 

What else can you call a policy that 
provides an individual income tax cut 
of $33 to a family earning just under 
$10,000 and a cut of $4,000 to a family 
making $100,000. Or one which allows 
large, profitable corporations to buy 
tax writeoffs from other not-so-profit
able companies, so that the wealthiest 
get away with paying no taxes. Or one 
which permits companies to deduct 
more than 100 percent of the cost of 
new equipment from their taxes, and 
which continues to give special tax 
treatment to the oil industry to the 
tune of some $12 billion over 5 years. 

Supply-side economics is redistribut
ing wealth in America-putting a 
greater financial burden on the poor 
and the middle class, and reducing the 
load on corporations and wealthy citi
zens. Only 1 percent of our popula
tion-those earning over $100,000-will 
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have their taxes reduced in real terms 
in 1982 as a result of the administra
tion tax policies. Everyone else-99 
percent of the American people-will 
pay more in taxes this year than last. 
As for corporations, their share of the 
tax burden continues to decline. In 
1948, corporations paid 23 percent of 
the Nation's taxes, but by 1980 their 
contribution dropped to 12 percent; 
and with the Reagan tax policies in 
place, that contribution will be re
duced to 7 percent by 1987. 

The administration told us that 
these so-called incentives were needed 
to help Americans save, invest and 
produce. At the same time, this admin
istration told us that ordinary Ameri
cans would have to pay for these tax 
giveaways with severe cuts in nutrition 
programs, health programs, food 
stamps, housing, employment training 
and education programs. 

Although some of us in Congress 
strenuously objected to these budget 
and tax policies, the mood of the coun
try and the Congress as a whole was to 
give the administration's proposals a 
chance. 

Well, they have had their chance, 
and you can judge the results for your
self: 50,000 small businesses went 
bankrupt in 1981; gross national prod
uct has been on a steady decline; un
employment has reached its highest 
level since the Great Depression; the 
number of American companies oper
ating at near-capacity is now at the 
lowest level in 21 years; high interest 
rates continue to stymie the housing 
and automobile markets; and the Com
merce Department estimates that 
orders for new machinery by Ameri
can industry will decline in 1982, de
spite the overly generous tax incen
tives on new machinery enacted last 
year. 

Even by the President's own person
al barometer for the economy-the 
want ads-America's economy is in 
trouble. According to an independent 
business report, the number of want 
ads for jobs across the country has 
been falling steadily, and in March it 
reached its lowest level since 1975. 

But I do not have to recite the ugly 
statistics to remind us of the sorry 
shape of our economy and its impact 
on people. The laborers of this great 
Nation have shared the pain of what it 
means to have 10% million men and 
women out of work, and millions more 
who have given up looking for work. 
The workers of America know best of 
all how 20-percent youth unemploy
ment and 18-percent black unemploy
ment have stifled hope in our neigh
borhoods. 

We the people must start the coun
try on a new course toward greater 
employment opportunities through 
long-term industrial growth, greater 
tax equity, lower Federal deficits and 
lower interest rates. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
I come to my friends in the labor 

movement with this challenge because 
I know they have the resolve to work 
for this new economic rebuilding of 
America. As for Government, we must 
come to the realization that American 
productivity relies on the men and 
women in our factories and research 
labs, not on tax-exempt new machin
ery, as the administration suggests. 

We must begin, right now, to demon
strate a greater commitment to invest
ing in people. This means more educa
tion aid, more employment training, 
and a program to retrain workers as 
America's industrial needs change. 

We also must pay closer attention to 
the needs of our cities, and particular
ly to the needs of minority Americans 
who have been deprived of the chance 
to compete fairly in the job market be
cause they could not get a quality edu
cation. 

Government's role in helping indus
try train, retrain and educate our Na
tion's work force must include a com
mitment to programs that have helped 
millions of our citizens to elevate their 
lives. Programs such as social security, 
college loans; child nutrition; help for 
the handicapped; housing subsidies; 
and other social services have a direct 
relation to productivity levels-be
cause how can a child learn in school 
without a good lunch? Or how can a 
working mother hold a job without 
adequate day care facilities? 

I realize that my proposals are di
rectly opposite those of the current 
administration, but I firmly believe my 
position reflects our responsibilities as 
a government and a people, that were 
set forth in our Constitution, which 
begins: 

We the people of the United States, in 
order to form a more perfect union, estab
lish justice, insure domestic tranquility, pro
vide for the common defense, promote the 
general welfare, and secure the blessings of 
liberty to ourselves and our posterity, do 
ordain and establish this Constitution of 
the United States of America. 

Let us never forget the power of 
these words as we meet the challenge 
of retooling America's economy. Let us 
go forward together with renewed de
termination to promote the general 
welfare and secure the blessings of lib
erty to ourselves and our posterity.e 

GUAM'S FIRST "YOUNG 
ACHIEVER" IS ALSO WINNER 
OF ISLAND'S CONGRESSIONAL 
ARTS CAUCUS CONTEST 

HON. ANTONIO BORJA WON PAT 
OF GUAM 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 2, 1982 
e Mr. WON PAT. Mr. Speaker, it is 
with a feeling of pride and pleasure 
that I submit for the RECORD a profile 
story from the Sunday, May 23, 1982, 
Pacific Daily News on Miss Angela 
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Wright, a recent high school graduate 
in my district. 

Miss Wright, whose parents are edu
cators in our public school system, has 
a rare talent for combining scholastics, 
athletics, and artistry and it is a coin
cidence that her acrylic oil painting 
was selected No. 1 from among 38 en
tries in the contest sponsored by the 
Congressional Arts Caucus. 

It is all the more pleasing to note 
that Miss Wright, who is a "statesid
er," having come to Guam with her 
parents, has adapted so splendidly to 
our island culture and has been able to 
achieve in so many areas. It is a trib
ute to our democratic society which 
has developed in a relatively short 
period of time in America's outpost in 
the Far East. I know you will all join 
me in wishing her well as she returns 
to the States to pursue her college 
career in North Carolina. 

ANGELA WRIGHT: AN ALL-AROUND WINNER 

<By Paul J. Borja, Daily News staff) 
George Washington High School senior 

Angela Wright wrote down her goals when 
she was a sophomore. 

And now, looking back over the last two 
years, she's surprised. 

"I set down my goals when I was in 10th 
grade and I've passed them. It really makes 
me feel good," said Wright, the daughter of 
Marion and Carolyn Wright of Yigo. 

"I've accomplished more than I thought I 
would," she said. 

Wright said she challenges herself to im
prove her abilities. 

"I just want to take that talent and put it 
to a grindstone, then perfect it as much as I 
can," said Wright, a 3.7 student on a scale of 
four. 

For Wright, an interest in singing expand
ed simply from her band class. 

"I decided to take some lessons and now 
I've ended up taking three years of lessons," 
she said. 

And this year, Wright, who said she likes 
to sketch, decided to take up painting in an 
art class. 

"I had some extra credits and I thought it 
was a good opportunity to learn," she said. 

That opportunity to learn panned out. 
An acrylic painting of a net fisherman by 

Wright captured first place in a contest 
sponsored by Del. A. B. Won Pat, the Insu
lar Arts Council and the Gifted and Talent
ed Education program. 

Her artwork will hang this summer in the 
halls of Congress. 

Wright is best known for her skills as an 
all-island basketball player for the GW 
Warriors. 

In 1981, she averaged 15 points per game 
and was chosen as female Athlete of the 
Year. 

In 1982, Wright increased her output and 
averaged 18 points a game and came in 
second in the league's scoring race. "I 
missed one game because of the flu," she 
said. 

In the recent Far East Girls Basketball 
Tournament in Okinawa, Wright was 
chosen as most valuable player, along with 
John F. Kennedy High School's Viola 
Payumo, and was one of the prime reasons 
for a combined GW Gecko-Warrior team to 
win the tournament title. 

Wright wants to continue playing basket
ball at Mars Hill College in North Carolina. 
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But she promised that studies would be a 

priority once she reaches college. 
"I'm going to keep studies before sports," 

she said. 
Once in North Carolina, a hotbed of bas

ketball tradition, Wright will be able, for 
the first time, to compare herself with play
ers on the mainland.• 

OUR DEBT TO VETERANS 

HON. DOUG WALGREN 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 2, 1982 
e Mr. WALGREN. Mr. Speaker, 

every night now, on the evening news, 
the Nation's attention is once again 
riveted to war: The war in the 
Falklands between the British and the 
Argentines. The eruption of that 
conflict, almost overnight, once again 
has brought to the American 
consciousness how close we can be to 
war. It can happen very fast-too fast. 

Tensions still abound in other hot
spots across the globe-El Salvador, 
Ireland, Poland, Guatemala, and Leba
non. 

This Nation will hold both a day of 
reflection for those who have died for 
our country, and a day searching for a 
greater commitment to finding peace 
across the globe. 

During our 200-year history, 39 mil
lion men and women have served in 
our Armed Forces during wartime. 
Over 1,100,000 service people have sac
rificed their lives in armed conflict. 
Today, there are 25.8 million living 
war veterans; people who fought in 
Vietnam, Korea, World War II, World 
War I, and the Spanish-American 
War. There are also over 4 million 
peacetime veterans. 

On Memorial Day we reaffirm our 
belief that our people are our most im
portant defense, those willing to serve 
in the military and those who work in 
other ways to preserve freedom and 
peace. We can have all the bombs, ar
senals, computers, ships, and airplanes 
possible and a $260 billion defense 
budget. But weapons, hardware, and 
missiles are worth little if people are 
not dedicated to peace and freedom. It 
is the American people who are the 
heart of America's defense. 

COUNTRY OWES DEBTS TO VETERANS 
This country has a ·1ong tradition of 

compensating veterans and their de
pendents for hardships and sacrifices 
incurred in the course of military serv
ice through pensions, compensation, 
readjustment help, medical care, hous
ing loans, and burial benefits. During 
these times of severe budget con
straints and pressures to reduce the 
Reagan deficit, we must not lose sight 
of this commitment. 

During the 97th Congress, we in the 
House of Representatives have taken a 
number of steps to keep our commit
ment to veterans: 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
On March 26, 1981, we passed House 

Joint Resolution 182, requesting Presi
dent Reagan designate April 26, 1981, 
as a day of recognition for veterans of 
the Vietnam era. 

On June 2, 1981, we passed H.R. 
3499, Veterans' Health Care Act which 
provides hospital care for Vietnam vet
erans exposed to agent orange, ex
tends the psychological readjustment 
program, and expands the scope of the 
VA's agent orange study. 

On June 2, 1981, we passed H.R. 
3423, the Veterans' Training and Busi
ness Loan Act of 1981 which provides 
two additional years of eligibility for 
on-the-job training and vocational 
education for Vietnam-era veterans 
and establishes a veterans' business 
loan program in the Veterans' Admin
istration. 

On June 2, 1981, we passed H.R. 
1100, POW Benefits and Health Care 
Service, which relaxes the time stand
ard used to determine service-connect
ed disease and medical conditions for 
former POW's. 

On June 2, 1981, we passed H.R. 
2039, the Veterans' Home Loan Guar
antees, which authorizes the Veterans' 
Administration to provide graduated 
payment plans for single-family dwell
ings mortgage loans. 

Also, during the 97th Congress I 
have cosponsored several bills to help 
veterans: 

House Concurrent Resolution 275, 
requesting that President Reagan take 
all necessary action to obtain informa
tion on those missing in Southeast 
Asia. 

House Concurrent Resolution 252, to 
reaffirm the support of Congress for 
the continued provision of full medical 
service for veterans over 65. 

House Concurrent Resolution 252, to 
designate July 9, 1982, as POW /MIA 
Recognition Day. 

House Joint Resolution 124, that 
designates August 31, 1981, as Nation
al Blind Veterans Recognition Day. 

H.R. 1918, to improve pensions for 
World War I veterans and their 
widows. 

Finally, in my own Pittsburgh area, 
I am working to see that a much 
needed addition at the Pittsburgh 
<University Drive) VA Medical Center 
is built. I am pleased to share with my 
colleagues the letter I have written 
the Appropriations Subcommittee 
with responsibility for veterans hospi
tals, seeking their support for ade
quate funding at this facility: 

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., May 7, 1982. 

Hon. EDWARD P. BOLAND, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on HUD-Inde

pendent Agencies, Committee on Appro
priations, U.S. House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN BOLAND: I am writing 
to urge that the Appropriations Subcommit
tee on HUD-Independent Agencies approve 
the Veterans Administration request for 
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$2.5 million to begin preliminary design 
work and working drawings for an outpa
tient addition at the Pittsburgh <University 
Drive) VA Medical Center. 

As the veteran population ages, the need 
for improving services at this hospital is 
clear. The current outpatient clinic is under
sized, and outpatient load is 11.3 percent 
higher than anticipated for this time. Hos
pital officials report to me that they are 
using every available space. Additionally, 
with the changes and expansions planned, 
patients would be able to get most services 
on one floor-outpatient service, pharmacol
ogy, radiology and paperwork. Currently, 
patients, who may be elderly or disabled, 
must go several places on several levels of 
the facility for services they need. 

VA plans to consolidate outpatient activi
ties now offered in the Federal Building 
downtown with the University Drive facili
ty. This will mean more services available to 
veterans and a wider variety of services in 
one easily accessible location. It will also 
result in more efficient use of manpower 
and more continuity of care since many pa
tients formerly received in-patient services 
at the hospital. 

The radiology unit is now located in long 
narrow halls, and patients must wait in 
halls on beds. There are no waiting rooms, 
and there is a shortage of dressing rooms. 
This unit also needs higher ceilings to ac
commodate new radiology equipment that 
will also improve diagnosis and care. The 
supply unit of the hospital, which handles 
sterilization and packing for the operating 
room, for example, would improve the situa
tion. Now hospital personnel must load and 
unload in the same area. Mixing sterile and 
dirty supplies in one area is clearly not ac
ceptable. 

In short, as the veteran population grows 
older, there is more use of the system. Since 
last year, use of the University Drive outpa
tient services has increased five percent and 
further increases are anticipated. For the 
two facilities, there were 120,000 visits last 
year. I believe that appropriating these 
funds for this hospital is a sound invest
ment. Quality, accessible, and efficient out
patient services mean fewer days of hospi
talization and illness. We owe it to our vet
erans, who sacrificed for their country, the 
best health care we can provide. 

I respectfully urge the members of your 
subcommittee to approve the Veterans Ad
ministration request. 

Sincerely, 
DOUG WALGREN, 

Member of Congress.• 

SUIT WILL CHALLENGE TWO
HOUSE LEGISLATIVE VETO 

HON. ANTHONY TOBY MOFFETI 
OF CONNECTICUT 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 2, 1982 

e Mr. MOFFETT. Mr. Speaker, today 
I joined our colleague HENRY WAXMAN, 
Consumer's Union, and public citizen 
in announcing a suit to challenge the 
constitutionality of the two-House leg
islative veto. This suit is particularly 
timely, given our decision last month 
to veto the used car rule. 

I oppose the two-House legislative 
veto; and, I would suggest that the 
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used car debacle demonstrates why 
the veto should be struck down. It sub
jected Congress to unseemly political 
pressure; it prevented a rigorous 
debate on congressional and agency 
intent; and, it deprived consumers of 
essential protections. 

The statement which I released an
nouncing the suit is printed below: 
STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN TOBY MOFFETT 

I am delighted to be here with representa
tives of Consumer's Union, Public Citizen, 
and my colleague Rep. HENRY WAXMAN to 
announce our intention to file an amicus 
brief challenging the legal basis of the two
House legislative veto. Our brief before the 
District of Columbia Court of Appeals will 
argue that the two-House veto is unconsti
tutional; and, that the action taken by Con
gress on May 26, 1982-which vetoed the 
Federal Trade Commission's proposed Used 
Car Rule-is also unconstitutional. 

It is important to state at the outset that 
I fully support active oversight by Congress 
Executive and Independent Agencies. As 
Chairman of the Government Operations 
Subcommittee on Environment, Energy and 
Natural Resources, I have been involved in 
several successful cases in which we have 
modified improper Agency behavior. In the 
legislative process, we have placed most 
Agencies on fixed authorizations to enable 
the appropriate Committees of Congress to 
examine periodically the performance of 
these Agencies. Such tools are crucial to 
insure that the Executive Branch is fulfill
ing its obligations to carry out the law. 

But legislative veto is quite different. 
I believe that, in our filing, we will show 

successfully that legislative veto is unconsti
tutional. And, if our position is sustained, 
we will enjoy improved operations by the 
Committees of Congress; we will contain the 
possibilities of damage to consumers or to 
public health arising from delays inherent 
in the legislative veto process; and, we will 
quell, one would hope, the incredible con
tamination of the political arena from spe
cial interest campaign contributions moti
vated by an attempt to use money and influ
ence to effect a veto. 

Without duplicating the presentation of 
Ellen Broadman of Consumer's Union, let 
me briefly state that I support her conten
tions that the legislative veto < 1) violates 
the 'presentment' clause of the Constitu
tion; and, (2) violates the implicit doctrine 
of Separation of Powers. These arguments 
were upheld in the FERC natural gas pric
ing case and in the Chadha immigration de
cision. I believe that the findings of those 
Courts will apply in our case. <See attached 
Moffett dissent, Energy and Commerce 
Committee Report No. 97-586, FTC Used 
Motor Vehicle Rule, May 25, 1982.) 

At times, arguments over Constitutional 
issues fail to arouse the public at large. But 
there are principles involved which directly 
affect the ability of Congress to do its job; 
and, that should be everyone's concern. 

Current proposals before the House and 
passed by the Senate would require all Fed
eral Agencies to submit proposed rules to 
Congress before they became final. For each 
of the several thousand rules prepared each 
year, Congress would have a fixed time 
period during which it would review the 
rules. Such an arrangement would be im
mensely time consuming; it would probably 
require the addition of dozens of new Com
mittee staffers; it would inject Members of 
Congress-in a deeply political way-into 
the daily workings of independent agencies. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
Committee and agency staff alike would be 
diverted, if not paralyzed, by such a process. 
And, it would have a chilling effect on 
wholly legitimate rulemakings. 

There isn't a single example of a statute 
authorizing legislative veto which contains 
standards by which Congress would judge 
the efforts by Agencies to write rules. Not 
once, not once, during the FTC Used Car 
Debate, did any Member of Congress allege 
that the Federal Trade Commission violated 
Congressional intent in drafting the rule we 
shamefully defeated last week. In a sense, 
Congress is usurping the powers of the judi
ciary to judge the actions of the Executive 
without assuming any of the responsibility 
or accountability. 

Another problem legislative veto invites is 
needless delay. Recently, while the Office of 
Management and Budget was evaluating a 
regulation on standards for infant formula, 
one-half million cans of baby food which 
lacked an essential nutrient were marketed. 
A burdensome regulatory review procedure 
put hundreds of thousands of infants at 
risk. To permit delay and risk-which may 
involve proposed rules protecting consumers 
against fraudulent securities, impure drugs, 
supposedly crash-resistant bumpers, decep
tive used car transactions, and the like-will 
not strengthen oversight of the bureaucra
cy, but it may further unravel confidence in 
Congress. 

Finally, after the debacle with the used 
car debate, one thing is clear: the legislative 
veto invites the worst impulses among Polit
ical Action Committees and, perhaps, Mem
bers of Congress take over the legislative 
process. The perception among the public is 
that Congress becomes something like the 
auditorium at the Sotheby~Parke-Bernet 
Gallery, open to be sold to the highest 
bidder when there is an opportunity to 
reject a rule. In part, our Executive Agen
cies were created to take policy writing out 
of the political arena. Our experience with 
the Used Car Lobby-and its nearly $1 mil
lion in campaign contributions-demon
strates why this makes sense. 

I appreciate your participation at this 
press conference, and will be delighted to 
answer questions. 

FTC USED MOTOR VEHICLE RULE-DISSENT
ING VIEWS OF CONGRESSMAN TOBY MOFFETT 
The House Energy and Commerce Com

mittee on Thursday, May 20, 1982 voted to 
approve a veto measure which will frustrate 
the Federal Trade Commission's used car 
rule. This rule is simple; it requires dealers 
to perform three essential tasks. First, deal
ers are asked to affix an 18¢ stocker called 
the "Used Car Buyer's Guide" to the wind
shield of each car. Second, they are asked to 
disclose whether, and to what extent, a war
ranty applies when the car is sold. Third, it 
requires the dealer to disclose any known 
defects. The word "known" should be un
derscored-the rule explicitly states that in
spections of such cars are not necessary. 
Yet, despite the simple, cost-effective, and 
not terribly burdensome requirements of 
the rule, the Committee is advising Mem
bers of the House to veto the rule. 

I dissent from the recommendation. 
Despite my complete and absolute dis

agreement with the -finding by our Commit
tee, the impending vote on the floor of the 
House which will determine the fate of this 
rule will be valuable. It affords to us in the 
House, and to the citizens of this country, 
an opportunity to debate some larger issues 
in addition to the relative value of this basic 
disclosure rule. 
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We can debate whether or not Congress 

will be receptive to actions by regulatory 
agencies which offer protection to consum
ers. 

We can debate whether or not the crusade 
against "overregulation" has entered the 
realm of the ridiculous. 

We can debate the value of the legislative 
veto, particularly at a time when the Consti
tutional basis of this concept is under chal
lenge in cases before the Supreme Court 

And finall, we can debate whether or not 
we will continue to permit the wild excesses 
of Political Action Committees to distort 
the legislative process. 

Remarkable as it may seem each of these 
issues has found their way into this Used 
Car Veto Debacle. 

THE UNCERTAIN FUTURE OF THE LEGISLATIVE 
VETO 

Regardless of whether or not Members of 
the House support the rule, I believe that it 
is improper for the House to be contemplat
ing veto of this regulation pending disposal 
of the FERC and Chadha cases before the 
Supreme Court. We do not know, at this 
time, if the legislative veto process will be 
considered as a constitutional device by the 
U.S. Supreme Court. This is important to 
remember because the arguments in these 
cases can be directly applied to the legisla
tive veto under which we are operating with 
respect to used cars.1 

Two separate courts have found that the 
legislative veto is suspect and unconstitu
tional because: 

(1) It violates the clause of the Constitu
tion which requires that "Every Bill which 
shall have passed the House of Representa
tives and the Senate, shall, before it be
comes a Law, be presented to the President 
of the United States ... " <Article, 1, Sec
tion 7) 

(2) It violates the doctrine of Separation 
of Powers in the Constitution. 

The finding of the Court relative to Arti
cle 1, Section 7 is predicated upon the 
notion that regulations promulgated by ad
ministrative agencies based upon enacted 
law are themselves effective laws. And, that 
if Congress chooses to veto these regula
tions, that action also constitutes legislat
ing. That finding results in the conclusion 
that passage of a veto resolution requires a 
Presidential signature before it can become 
effective. The Court's finding in the FERC 
case was summarized as follows: 

"Congressional amici argue that Article I, 
Section 7 does not apply because FERC's 
Phase II rule was never an effective law, but 
merely a proposal to be accepted or rejected 
by Congress through the one-house disap
proval mechanism. Since one House of Con
gress undoubtedly may refuse to enact pro
posed legislation, and may do so without the 
participation of the President, acceptance of 
this argument would end all constitutional 
inquiry. The policy purposes of Article I, 
Section 7 would be irrelevant. We emphati
cally reject this position, however, and hold 
that the veto of the Phase II rule effectively 
changed the law by altering the scope of 
FERC's discretion and preventing an other
wise valid regulation from taking effect. Ac
cordingly, the Senate's concurrence and 
presentation to the President were neces
sary prerequisites to the effectiveness of the 
disapproval resolution.-<Slip opinion of the 
D.C. Court of Appeals@ 74.)" 

The Courts have also ruled that legislative 
veto impairs the doctrine of separation of 
powers. Judges are supposed to examine 
whether actions by the Executive Branch 
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violate the intent of Congress. The Consti
tution specifies several veto provisions: 
vetoes by the President which may be over
ridden by the actions of both Houses; rejec
tion of treaties; and, rejection of Presiden
tial appointments. The Constitution never 
mentions the legislative veto. And, it re
serves for the Judicial Branch the right to 
interpret and vitiate the actions of the Ex
ecutive. 

The Supreme Court will review these ar
guments, carefully. I believe that it would 
be a mistake for the House-as it was a mis
take for the Senate-to veto the Federal 
Trade Commission's used car rule, prior to 
the time that we are in receipt of the Su
preme Court's opinion. 

With the pending legislative veto cases 
before the Supreme Court, if we vote to veto 
the rule, we may find, within a few months, 
that the entire concept of legislative review 
is in error. If the opponents are keen on de
feating the rule, at that time, they can 
submit a proposed amendment to the Mag
nuson-Moss Act or to the Federal Trade 
Commission Act itself, in order to defeat the 
rule. But on the basis of the pendency of 
the veto issue before the Court, we should 
not veto this Federal Trade Commission 
regulation. 

Finally, virtually every independent com
mentator, every newspaper editorial with 
which I am familiar, every consumer organi
zation, recognizes that this is a de minimus 
regulation. It is what Jonathan Swift would 
call "a modest proposal." If this minimum 
disclosure rule is too intrusive, too encom
passing for the membership of this body, 
then we may have seen the last days of the 
consumer movement. I cannot believe that 
the Members of the House will want to send 
that awful message to their constituency.e 

CHIEF DONALD McLEAN: AN
SWERING THE CALL FOR 41 
YEARS 

HON. JOHN LeBOUTILUER 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday June 2, 1982 
e Mr. LEBOUTILLIER. Mr. Speaker, 
longstanding and dedicated communi
ty service are deserving of the highest 
recognition. That fact holds especially 
true for Chief Donald McLean, who 
served as a member of the Old West
bury Police Department starting on 
July 4, 1941. 

After being promoted to sergeant on 
September 1, 1961, Chief McLean then 
attained the rank of lieutenant on 
June 19, 1970. Finally, on November 
18, 1976 he became chief of police and 
served most professionally in that ca
pacity until his retirement on May 31, 
1982. 

Forty-one years comprise a substan
tial length of time, and as such, Chief 
McLean's record of accomplishments 
are considerable and most gratefully 
appreciated. 

On behalf of those Old Westbury 
residents who have benefited from 
Chief Donald McLean's long and dedi
cated service, I extend best wishes for 
a healthy and happy retirement and 
offer my sincerest congratulations on 
a job well done.e 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
JUNE 12 "FREEZE" DEMO BACKS 

SOVIET STRATEGIC SUPERIOR
ITY 

HON. LARRY McDONALD 
OF GEORGIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 2, 1982 
•Mr. McDONALD. Mr. Speaker, vet
eran disarmament organizers who pro
duced protest mobilizations backing 
the Communist Vietcong terrorists 
and the Hanoi regime tried to sell 
Americans the idea that Communists 
were the good guys in Vietnam and 
that Uncle Sam wore the black hat. 
The millions of boat people fleeing the 
Communist tyranny in Vietnam and 
the 3 million Cambodians who died 
under the Khmer Rouge regime 
proved the lie in their arguments-but 
too late to save the liberty and lives of 
millions of innocent people in South
east Asia. 

The same activists and organizations 
that helped sell out Southeast Asia 
are now planning a mass demonstra
tion in New York City. Their intention 
is to apply pressure on the United 
States to abandon plans to modernize 
both our strategic nuclear forces and 
NATO forces at a time when the 
Soviet Union has gained a dangerous 
edge and has completed most of its 
ambitious armaments buildup. 

In order to gain the illusion of wide
spread support for this dangerous nu
clear freeze proposal, activists are can
vassing college campuses and many 
cities to urge participation. The most 
recent edition of the Information 
Digest, the authoritative newsletter 
examining American political and 
social movements, published and 
edited by John Rees, has provided val
uable information on the organizing 
process for the June 12 nuclear freeze 
demonstration. The article fallows: 

JUNE 12 DISARMAMENT RALLY 

As the projected numbers of participants 
in disarmament demonstrations in New 
York on June 12 and June 14 increase, mili
tancy and intransigent demands by organiz
ers for both the June 12 Rally Committee 
(J-12 RC> and June 14 Civil Disobedience 
Campaign (J-14 CDC> and participating rev
olutionary groups has raised the potential 
for disorder and violence at both events. 

The "Rally for a Nuclear Freeze and Dis
armament" organized by the J-12 RC, based 
at 853 Broadway, Room 2109, New York, NY 
10003 [212/460-89801 by May 25 already 
had confirmed some 1,500 buses (for an esti
mated 75,000 people> with the largest num
bers including 150 buses coming from 
Boston, 125 from Philadelphia, and large 
numbers from Washington, DC, Baltimore, 
Pittsburgh, upstate New York, Chicago, De
troit, Cleveland, northern New Jersey. Two 
chartered flights will bring protesters from 
Milwaukee. 

The initial organizational members of the 
J-12 RC were the American Friends Service 
Committee <AFSC); Clergy and Laity Con
cerned <CALC>; District 65, UAW; National 
Union of Hospital and Health Care Employ
ees (District 1199>; Fellowship of Reconcilia-
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tion <FOR>; Friends of the Earth <FOE>; 
Greenpeace; Martin Luther King, Jr. Center 
for Non-Violent Change; Ministerial Inter
faith Association; Mobilization for Survival 
<MFS>; Nuclear Weapons Freeze Cam
paign-National Conference; Pax Christi; 
Progressive National Baptist Convention; 
Operation PUSH; Riverside Church Dis
armament Program CRCDP>; SANE; South
ern Christian Leadership Conference 
CSCLC>; U.S. Peace Council CUSPC>; War 
Resisters League <WRL>; Women's Interna
tional League for Peace and Freedom 
CWILPF>. 

Additional participating organizations in
clude the Afro-American Coordinating Com
mittee CAACC>; American Indian Environ
ment Council CAIEC>; Artists Against Nucle
ar Arms <AANA>; Blacks Against Nukes 
<BAN>; Children's Campaign for Nuclear 
Disarmament CCCND>; Christian Peace 
Conference CCPC>; Church Women United 
<CWU>; Citizen Soldier; Citizen's Party; Co
alition for a People's Alternative <CPA>; 
Conscience and Military Tax Campaign 
<CMTC>; Environmental Action Foundation 
<EAF>; The Guardian; Line of March; Na
tional Association of Social Workers 
<NASW>; National Association of Women 
Religious <NA WR>; National Coalition for 
Economic Survival CNCES>; National Black 
United Front <NBUF>; North American 
Congress on Latin America <NACLA>; North 
Carolina Public Interest Research Group 
CPIRG-NC>; Ohio PIRG; Progressive Stu
dent Network CPSN>; Socialist Party CSP>; 
U.N. Non-Governmental Organizations 
Committee on Disarmament; U.S. Student 
Association <USSA>; WIN magazine; Women 
Strike for Peace <WSP>; and the World 
Peace Tax Fund <WPTF>. 

Large numbers are expected to participate 
from New York City and the immediate 
metropolitan area and six trains have been 
chartered to bring demonstrators from Long 
Island. Organizers indicate they expect a 
foreign contingent to number up to 10,000, 
with the largest segment Japanese; but were 
concerned that the State Department might 
deny visas to foreign demonstrators. 

In addition, special car pools, caravans of 
private vehicles and even bicycle contin
gents from Washington and western Massa
chusetts are expected to provide publicity 
for the demonstration. According to one top 
J-12 RC organizer Leslie Cagan, participa
tion in the protest is being promoted in 
some 500 cities. 

New York City police officials agree with 
J-12 RC's estimate that the rally crowd may 
number from 300,000 to 500,000 people. 

In consideration of the very large num
bers expected and public safety require
ments, New York City officials have moved 
the rally back onto the Great Lawn of Cen
tral Park, despite estimated costs of repair 
to park grounds of up to $2 million. 

Information developed from the J-12 RC 
organizers indicates that they intend to pro
vide their own medical services in Central 
Park, and that they accepted only with the 
greatest reluctance a police presence in the 
area. At this time they are considering seek
ing an injunction against deployment of 
mounted police in the rally area. 

The present plan is for contingents to as
semble on the streets north of 47th Street, 
between First and Third Avenues. The first 
march contingent, led by children's groups 
and the handicapped, is to move out onto 
First Avenue at 11 a.m. and march south 
past the United Nations. The march turns 
west on 42nd Street to Seventh Avenue, 
then proceeds north to Central Park. 
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J-12 RC organizers are seeking a permit to 

construct a stage outside the U.N. and to 
hold a "short prayer service" and brief rally 
before the march leaves that area. If this is 
not allowed, J-12 RC may seek a court order 
to force City officials to meet their de
mands. It is noted that the demands appear 
intended to keep the maximum number of 
demonstrators in the area of the U.N. for as 
long as possible. 

A number of "feeder" marches are being 
planned. They include contingents led by 
youths and children from the Upper West 
Side and Upper East Side <led by Dr. Benja
min Spock); Astoria, the Lower East Side, 
Greenwich Village/Chelsea, Brooklyn 
Heights, El Bario and Harlem. Other feeder 
marches will be conducted by Pax Christi, 
social workers, writers, and even a "joggers 
feeder run." It is noted that in the past 
during large anti-Vietnam mobilizations, 
such feeder marches were used by militants 
as occasions for ad hoc "civil disobedience," 
blocking streets, and vandalism. 

TRADE UNION ORGANIZING 

J-12 RC organizers have been seeking to 
expand trade union participation in the 
demonstration to provide an image of 
"broad popular support" for the nuclear 
freeze and U.S. disarmament. 

On May 19, a number of officials of New 
York area trade unions met at the initiative 
of Victor Gotbaum, executive director of 
District Council 37, American Federation of 
State, County and Municipal Employees 
<AFSCME) to pledge "maximum labor par
ticipation" for the June 12 "Rally for a Nu
clear Freeze and Disarmament." Gotbaum 
said, "nuclear disarmament is a first priority 
for working Americans most of all because 
of the growing threat to the survival of our 
planet, but also because of the unconscion
able drain on the economies of the world." 

The group set up a steering committee to 
coordinate work in 25 unions to create a 
"labor contingent" for the June 12 demon
stration. Its members include Morton Bahr, 
Communications Workers of America 
<CWA); James Bell, Coalition of Black 
Trade Unionists <CBTU); Victor Gotbaum; 
Ed Gray, United Auto Workers <UAW); Sal 
Iaccio, International Association of Machin
ists <IAM); David Livingston, District 65, 
UAW; William Michelson, United 
Storeworkers; William Nuchow, Teamsters 
Local 840; Ed Panarello, executive director, 
Maritime Port Council; Jack Sheinkman, 
Amalgamated Clothing and Textile Workers 
Union <ACTWU); Irving Stem, United Food 
and Commercial Workers <UFCW); Doris 
Turner, District 1199, Hospital Workers; 
and Emogene Walker, president, New York 
City Coalition of Labor Union Women 
<CLUW). 

Among the other unions with representa
tives participating in the disarmament 
meeting were the Hispanic Labor Commit
tee <HLC) of the New York City Central 
Labor Council, Ironworkers Local 455, and 
the Hatters Union. Jose Solar, associate 
editor of the District 65, UAW, newspaper 
and a member of the HLC executive board, 
asserted that Hispanics are hurt by "money 
going in from human needs programs to the 
military budget," and "live in the major 
urban centers which would be affected by 
nuclear war." 

According to the Communist Party, U.S.A. 
<CPUSA) newspaper Daily World (5/20/821, 
among the trade union figures involved with 
the June 12 rally as speakers or in other ca
pacities are Cleveland Robinson, secretary
treasurer of District 65, who will speak as 
the CBTU representative; Victor Gotbaum 
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who will speak at the rally ·"on behalf of DC 
37 as well as his international;" Bettye Rob
erts, president, AFSCME Local 1707; Henry 
Nicholas, president, 1199 Hospital Workers; 
and Josephine LeBeau, president, New York 
State CLUW. 

As a building action toward June 12th, 
1199 sponsored a "Labor Speakout for Nu
clear Disarmament" on May 19th at the 
Martin Luther King Labor Center, 310 W. 
43rd Street, to "help build union participa
tion for the June 12 Rally." Slated speakers 
included Kathe Andrade, International 
Ladies Garment Workers Union <ILGWU) 
Local 23-25; Bella Abzug; Elaine Allen, 
M.D., Physicians for Social Responsibility 
<PSR); Jim Bell, CBTU; Rev. William 
James, chairman, Harlem Ministerial Inter
faith Association; Greg Pardo, Professional 
Air Traffic Controllers <PATCO); and Emo
gene Walker, president, New York City 
CLUW. 

Outside the New York area, trade union 
support for the disarmament rally is being 
organized through the labor taskforces of 
various state chapters of the National Cam
paign for a Nuclear Weapons Freeze 
<NCNWF). 

BLACK AND THIRD WORLD ORGANIZING 

The CPUSA and YWLL are actively 
trying to build support for June 12 via 
CPUSA front groups such as the National 
Alliance Against Racist and Political Re
pression <NAARPR) and National Anti-Im
perialist Movement in Solidarity with Afri
can Liberation <NAIMSAL). One example 
was the formation in Chicago of the Afro
American June 12 Committee for Peace and 
Justice <AA J-12 PJ). 

AAJ-12 PJ's statement urges black partici
patiori on the grounds that "Every dollar 
spent for the arms race means fewer jobs 
for blacks." The statement linked disarma
ment to Soviet-backed revolutionary terror
ist movements, stating that "the peoples of 
El Salvador and Guatemala are being killed 
by U.S. military weapons. The Black com
munity cannot allow its tax dollars to be 
used to kill our brothers and sisters." It con
tinued: 

"The growing alliance between the illegal 
white minority regime of South Africa and 
the Reagan Adininistration will mean more 
minerals for the U.S. to build more weapons 
to kill Blacks and stifle the liberation strug
gles being waged in South Africa." 

The statement also used the argument 
that blacks should support nuclear disarma
ment because "The vast majority of Black 
Americans live in the cities and 
therefore • • • the Black community will 
be the first to go in a war." 

Signers of the statement included Ronelle 
Mustin, chairman of the Chicago NAIMSAL 
chapter and active with the YWLL; Robert 
Lucas, executive director, Kenwood Oakland 
Community Organization and active with 
NAARPR; Jan Carew, Northwestern Univer
sity; Dr. Margaret Burroughs, DuSable 
Museum of African-American History and 
founding sponsor of NAIMSAL; Fr. George 
Clements, Holy Angels Church; Lu Palmer, 
chairman, Chicago Black United Communi
ty who is active with NAARPR; and Chicago 
alderman Danny Davis. 

The large ultra-militant Third World and 
Progressive Peoples Coalition <TWPPC) will 
assemble at 9 a.m. on 48th Street at First 
Avenue and will be near the front of the 
march. TWPPC includes a variety of Marx
ist-Leninist revolutionary organizations and 
support groups for terrorist movements in 
El Salvador, Guatemala, South Africa, 
Northern Ireland, the Middle East and the 
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Philippines as well as backers of the Marx
ist regimes in Nicaragua, Grenada, Vietnam, 
Laos, and Cambodia. 

The TWPPC leaflet states: 
"We demand unconditional U.S. disarma

ment; redirect resources from the military 
to meet human needs especially in minority 
communities • • •; no U.S. intervention in 
Asia, Africa, the Middle East, Latin America 
and the Caribbean." 

Among the TWPPC supporters and en
dorsers are the American Indian Movement 
<AIM); :Black Veterans for Social Justice 
<BVSJ); National Black United Front 
<NBUF); Committee for a Democratic Pales
tine <CDP), a support group for the Demo
cractic Front for the Liberation of Palestine 
<DFLP), a terrorist group which acts as a 
Moscow-line communist party within the 
Palestine Liberation Organization <PLO); 
Socialist Workers Party <SWP); South 
Africa Military Refugee Aid Fund 
<SAMRAF); Workers World Party (WWP); 
WWP fronts including the People's Anti
war Mobilization <PAM) and All People's 
Congress <APC). The Committee in Solidari
ty with the People of El Salvador <CISPES) 
will have a separate contingent.• 

HONORING MAYOR THOMAS 
COOKE 

HON. PETER W. RODINO, JR. 
OF NEW JERSEY 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 2, 1982 

e Mr. RODINO. Mr. Speaker, I want 
to call my colleagues' attention to a 
very special award ceremony taking 
place in New Jersey's 10th District 
this weekend: The Essex County 
Urban League Guild's annual awards 
brunch which honors outstanding civic 
leaders. One of this year's honorees is 
a man with whom I have had the 
pleasure of working closely for several 
years, Thomas Cooke, mayor of East 
Orange, N.J. 

Many of my colleagues already know 
Tom Cooke as an outspoken champion 
of the needs of America's cities. His 
work on the U.S. Conference of 
Mayors, the National Conference of 
Black Mayors, the Southern Christian 
Leadership Conference, and the Na
tional League of Cities has helped to 
raise the consciousness of many of our 
national leaders to the concerns of mi
norities and all those who dwell in 
urban America. 

The Essex County Urban League 
Guild is presenting Mayor Cooke with 
its Humanitarian Award for his stead
fast commitment to improving the 
human condition in our local commu
nity. He has an outstanding record of 
humanitarian activities. An educator 
sin<''? 1958, Tom Cooke has proven his 
dedication to improving the education
al process at all levels. As a member of 
the East Orange City Council for 9 
years, he served as chairman of the 
committees on public works, and 
public affairs, legislation and public 
safety. He became an activist chair
man of the city council, instituting the 
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formation of the East Orange Better 
Human Relations Council. 

As a member of the Essex County 
Board of Freeholders, Tom Cooke 
chaired the committees on public 
works and engineering, and personnel 
and finance. It was on the board that 
he gained a formidable reputation for 
fighting for the rights of workers and 
improving the way government func
tions. As mayor of East Orange, he 
has been a man of courage and perse
verance, diligently working to main
tain essential services and revitalize 
business activity in the city. 

A naval veteran and a graduate of 
New York University, Tom Cooke is a 
constant learner who has furthered 
his studies at every opportunity. He is 
the kind of humanitarian for whom 
this Urban League Award was intend
ed. A man devoted to his family and to 
helping others fight for social justice 
in our community-he is committed to 
the theme of this year's Urban 
League, "Revitalizing Our Resources 
for the Eighties." 

I am proud to congratulate my 
friend Tom Cooke on this great 
honor-the Humanitarian Award of 
the Essex County Urban League 
Guild.e 

TOWN OF WEBSTER, MASS., 
CELEBRATES 150TH ANNIVER
SARY 

HON. EDWARD P. BOLAND 
OF MASSACHUSETTS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 2, 1982 

• Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Speaker, on May 
8, 1982, the people of Webster, Mass., 
celebrated the 150th anniversary of 
their town's incorporation. 

Webster has endured because the 
judgment of its founders that it was a 
good place to live, work, and raise a 
family has been reaffirmed by the ac
tions of succeeding generations of 
townspeople. It is a community of 
spirit and vitality in which shared 
effort in pursuit of civic goals has 
become a tradition. Each time I have 
been in Webster, I have been im
pressed by the obvious pride which the 
people take in their town and the care 
they take to preserve its character. I 
salute them on their efforts, and I 
congratulate them on the birthday of 
their town. May its future be as bright 
as its past. 

At the anniversary ball held in Web
ster on May 8, Mr. Richard Moore, 
who represents Webster in the Massa
chusetts Legislature, delivered some 
remarks which I found particularly 
appropriate. I would like to insert 
Representative Moore's remarks at 
this point in the RECORD: 
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KEYNOTE ADDRESS BY REPRESENTATIVE RICH

ARDT. MOORE, 150TH ANNIVERSARY OF THE 
TOWN OF WEBSTER 

It is, indeed, an honor to join this distin
guished and historic gathering to celebrate 
the one hundred and fiftieth anniversary of 
the incorporation of the town of Webster-a 
community with a proud past, a vibrant 
present, and a most promising future. To 
some, it may seem strange that an "outsid
er" like me was asked to share a few 
thoughts with you this evening. Perhaps, 
however, as a somewhat objective observer, 
I can provide a perspective on your town 
that, if offered by a native, might seem to 
be little more than hometown boasting. I 
must admit however that I do take special 
pride in representing Webster in the Legis
lature. 

Those farsighted community leaders in 
1832-George B. Slater of Dudley, William 
Kimball of Oxford, and Paraclete Morris of 
Oxford South Gore and their supporters
who successfully petitioned the legislature 
to incorporate the town, originally suggest
ed that the name of their new town should 
be "Slater" in honor of the noted industrial
ist and early town benefactor Samuel 
Slater. But it was Samuel Slater, himself, 
who pointed out that he had already been 
so honored in Rhode Island, and that if he 
had any say in the matter, suggested that 
the town be named "Webster" since Slater 
had been inspired by that staunch defender 
of the Union and United States Senator 
from Massachusetts, Daniel Webster. 

It had been, after all, only two years earli
er during the most famous debate in the 
history of the Senate that Webster had de
livered the most powerful and eloquent plea 
for the American Union that any man has 
ever made. 

The Senate and the entire country had 
thrilled to the patriotic fervor of Webster's 
final words-"Liberty and Union, now and 
forever, one and inseparable". 

In the century and a half since that 
speech, several generations of Webster resi
dents from diverse ethnic backgrounds 
helped that American Union to grow and 
prosper and defended it, time and again, 
from those who would destroy it whether 
from within our country or from foreign 
shores. Daniel Webster must certainly be 
proud of the town that bears his name and 
of the people who claim that town as home. 

Even before the town was incorporated, 
people were drawn to this area of New Eng
land by what was then, and continues to be, 
the town's greatest natural resource-Lake 
Chargoggagoggmanchaugagoggchaubuna
gun- gamaugg or, more simply Webster 
Lake. Just as it was a source of recreation 
and sustenance for the Nipmuck Indians, 
Webster Lake has helped the community to 
attract and retain industrial and commercial 
enterprises and provided a source of recrea
tion for residents through the years to the 
present day, and even served as a major 
tourist attraction throughout much of the 
town's history. 

The great mills which Slater and other in
dustrialists established near Webster Lake 
and along the French River to utilize the 
water and water power drew even more 
people to settle here. Poles, French-Canadi
ans, Irish, Italians, Greeks, Jews and other 
nationalities joined the original settlers to 
find work in these mills and a better life for 
themselves and their children. 

These immigrants reinforced the piety, 
patriotism, and pride of the first settlers 
with a renewed love of country and belief in 
the work-ethic that continues substantially 
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unabated even to this day, forming a firm 
foundation for the unique character of the 
community. 

In many respects, however, Webster is in 
reality a microcosm of America itself-its 
traditional Main Street and town common, 
its shopping plazas, its woods and beaches, 
its factories and most of all its people are 
mirrored in towns throughout the Nation. 

Webster has grown up together with 
America. It was here that some of the first 
settlers established a community and lived 
cooperatively with the Indians. It was from 
here that early residents sent Minute Men 
to help forge our new Nation. It was here, 
and in our region, that the Industrial Revo
lution began. 

The sons of Webster have helped to 
defend the Nation in all of its wars and we 
have our share of heroes who died in her 
service. 

Webster has had its share of tragedies-its 
disastrous fires that destroyed town build
ings or homes or factories-its great floods 
as in 1936 when Joe Patenaude blew up a 
railroad bridge to alleviate danger to Pearl 
Street, another great flood in 1955, and the 
unsolved disappearance of a young child 
only a few years ago. 

The town has seen a few villains, too, in 
its time as in 1936, when Webster police ar
rested twenty-seven year old Raymond Pa
triarca while he was trying to break into the 
United Optical plant on Maynard Avenue 
and in 1939, when local police arrested the 
internationally known Fritz Kuhn, leader of 
the Nazi German-American bund on charges 
of profanity and drunkeness. 

Webster has also enjoyed the civic and 
cultural advantages of many local benefac
tors such as the Slaters who contributed to 
a variety of charities, Chester Corbin and 
others who provided a high quality library 
for the town, the Hubbards and others who 
have insured excellent community health 
care; and those who organized and encour
aged institutions of learning at Nichols, in 
our public schools, and in church-related 
school programs. 

The annals of Webster are dotted with ac
counts of Webster residents sharing in the 
new inventions of the industrial age-the 
street light, the telephone, the trolley and 
later the automobile, and so many other de
vices that made local headlines at the time, 
but which we take for granted today. Even 
such basic public services as a police depart
ment, a fire department, a library, a 
school-government functions that seem so 
routine to us now-were novel developments 
little more than a century ago. 

Throughout the town's history religion 
has been in the forefront from that first or
ganized religious and community gathering 
in Dudley at the home of William Carter in 
1732 to the founding of St. Joseph's as the 
first Polish Catholic Church in New Eng
land, to the establishment of churches and 
synagogues of the major Western religions 
and even national groupings of the same re
ligion. 

As much as the local history of Webster 
parallels the national history of America, 
however, Webster is a very special place. 
Perhaps that is because of the unique geog
raphy-especially the Lake. Perhaps it has 
developed from the courage of the earliest 
settlers and their Nipmuc brothers, or from 
the rich cultural heritage and diverse reli
gious beliefs of the more recent immigrants. 
Perhaps it is the result of the industrial de
velopment that occurred here earlier than 
anywhere else in the country, and the pecu
liar character and social interaction of a 
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mill town that grew up around those facto
ries. Perhaps, the patriotism of local veter
ans or the civic-mindedness of so many of its 
citizens who have served in various national, 
state and local offices and who still get · en
thusiastic about politics at a time when so 
many Americans have become apathetic or 
even negative. 

I suspect it is the conglomeration of all of 
these factors and more, which has given 
Webster its remarkable sense of community. 
A sense of community that brings thou
sands out to celebrate a parade or the dedi
cation of a square or building one day, and 
brings those same thousands out and into 
the woods and fields to search for a lost 
child. A sense of community that honors its 
military veterans, that supports local char
ities and drives for food and clothing wheth
er for the local family left homeless by fire 
or for the Polish Nation placed under Mar
tial Law. A sense of community that brings 
cheers and tears of joy when a Tommy 
Miller quarterbacks two great Thanksgiving 
Day football games to beat traditional rival 
Southbridge or a sense of community that 
brings tears of sadness when a Butch Wla
dyslawski is suddenly stricken in the prime 
of his life and his service to the town. 

A sense of community-a respect for one 
another, an interest in town affairs, a coop
erative spirit, a helping hand, an enthusi
asm for sports and politics and social 
events-a quality that at once makes Web
ster so special and so American! 

As we celebrate the past one hundred and 
fifty years, especially at a gathering such as 
this, there is a natural, human tendency to 
recall "the good old days" when life may, at 
least in retrospect, have seemed much sim
pler and uncomplicated. As we look around 
our community, our region, our Nation and 
our World; we see so many discouraging 
signs of moral decline, social disorder, and 
economic crises, and we constantly lament 
any change in our lives. 

But if we think back in our own lives and 
if we study the history of Webster as a com
munity, we will find that the town and its 
residents have progressed through change 
and that progress has, for the most part 
been positive. In fact, our forebears learned 
well the lesson that times of change are also 
times of greatest opportunity. 

It was, indeed, a contemporary of Daniel 
Webster and the Slaters, Ralph Waldo Em
erson, who once said that, "If there is any 
period one would desire to be born in, it is 
the age of Revolution, when the old and the 
new stand side by side and admit of being 
compared; when the energies of all men are 
searched by fear and by hope; when the his
toric glories of the old can be compensated 
by the rich possibilities of the new era. This 
time, like all times, is a very good one, if we 
but know what to do with it." 

We must strive to strengthen and restore 
our sense of community by giving greater 
credence, reliance, even reverence to those 
traditional values that made both our town 
and our Nation great. Each ethnic group 
that came to Webster brought with them a 
rich cultural heritage and strong family ties 
which should once again serve as the foun
dation of our sense of community and of our 
National integrity rather than be blended 
into a bland "melting pot" society that has 
no tradition, no values, no principles. 

Before we can reform our community and 
our country, we must reform ourselves; and 
the first step is to restore the importance 
and integrity of the family unit. That can 
be done by promoting respect for our 
roots-our ethnic traditions and local 
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pride-not in a narrow, bigoted, provincial 
sense, but in a way that evokes pride in 
one's heritage while having respect for dif
ferent customs, traditions and geographic 
origins. For while our "roots" may take dif
ferent paths, they are all tied to certain fun
damental values-values that must be at the 
center of our thoughts and our deeds. 

The future of Webster and of America 
does not belong to those who are content 
with today, apathetic toward common prob
lems and their fellow man alike, timid and 
fearful in the face of new ideas and bold 
projects. Rather it belongs to those who can 
blend vision, reason, and courage in a per
sonal commitment to the ideals and great 
enterprises of American Society. 

Our future may lie beyond our vision, but 
it is not completely beyond our control. It is 
the shaping impulse of America, and a spe
cial quality of the people of Webster, that 
neither fate nor nature, nor the irresistible 
tides of history, but the work of our own 
hands matched to faith, reason and princi
ple, will determine our destiny. 

Happy Birthday, Webster and may you all 
be back to celebrate the town's Bicenten
nial. Thank you for your attention.e 

H.R. 5158: CHANGES NEEDED TO 
AID RURAL PHONE COSTS 

HON. TOM CORCORAN 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 2, 1982 
e Mr. CORCORAN. Mr. Speaker, re
cently, I stated that I have several 
concerns with H.R. 5158, the "Tele
communications Act of 1982." When 
the Energy and Commerce Committee, 
on which I serve, considers this bill, I 
intend to offer an amendment on an 
area of legislation which needs sub
stantial correction-the limitation on 
who may benefit from the National 
Telecommunications fund which 
would be established under H.R. 5158. 

The fund, as the bill has been draft
ed, would provide support only to se
lected rural telephone users. The 
result is that the legislation penalizes 
large numbers of rural, suburban, and 
urban users across the country. Rural 
users in any area ought to be eligible 
to participate, if needed, in the fund to 
keep costs to all users of services at 
reasonable levels. 

The fund is to be financed from rev
enues collected from access charges 
collected by all local exchange tele
phone companies. In the bill's present 
form, only companies with under 
50,000 customer access lines and some 
companies receiving rural electrifica
tion assistance would be eligible to 
participate in the use of this fund. All 
other companies, and consequently 
rural customers served by those com
panies, are excluded from the fund. 

In Illinois, out of 1,484 telephone ex
changes, this bill would exclude ap
proximately 1,300 from participating 
in the fund despite the fact that 
access revenues collected in those 
areas would constitute the vast majori
ty of funds available. Rural customers 
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in those 1,300 exchanges-in 90 per
cent of the State's territory-would be 
ineligible. 

Clearly, the need to provide support 
to rural users of basic telephone serv
ices is a fundamental goal, but the 
fund should be available to all rural 
customers who meet specific economic 
criteria, despite the size of the compa
ny which, by historical or geographic 
accident, happens to serve them. My 
amendment would enable any tele
phone company which serves rural 
areas, and which can certify that costs 
in an exchange exceed 110 percent of 
the national average <as set down in 
the pending bill) for exchange facili
ties per customer access line, to par
ticipate in the National Telecommuni
cations Fund. Without the amend
ment, telephone ratepayers in rural 
areas served by large telephone com
panies would be forced to contribute 
financially to the fund without receiv
ing any benefit in their basic service 
rates.e 

SECTION 504 OF THE 
REHABILITATION ACT 

HON. FRANK R. WOLF 
OF vmGINIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday June 2, 1982 

e Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, I am confi
dent that the Members of Congress 
share a common interest with handi
capped persons and their quest for 
education and career success. Because 
I believe we must continue the 
progress afforded by the HEW 504 
regulations of the Rehabilitation Act 
of 1973 to enable disabled persons to 
realize this personal self-fulfillment, I 
am submitting for the RECORD a copy 
of a letter I recently wrote to the As
sistant Attorney General for Civil 
Rights, Mr. W. Bradford Williams, of 
the Department of Justice: 

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 

Washington, D.C., May 25, 1982. 
Mr. W. BRADFORD WILLIAMS, 
Assistant Attorney General for Civil Rights, 

U.S. Department of Justice, Washington, 
D.C. 

DEAR MR. WILLIAMS: This is in reference 
to proposed changes in regulations promul
gated under section 504 of the Rehabilita
tion Act of 1973. 

As you know, this section is the major fed
eral provision concerning discrimination 
against handicapped persons under any pro
gram or activity receiving federal financial 
assistance. Section 504 is actually a bill of 
rights for handicapped persons. In 1977, the 
nation embarked on a program of compas
sion with the issuance of 504 regulations to 
open doors and provide opportunities to 
those people who, by no fault of their own, 
had been suppressed to lead a life of de
pendency behind closed doors. 

As the Department of Justice in conjunc
tion with the Office of Management and 
Budget drafts new section 504 guidelines, I 
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am hopeful that you will remember the 
great strides we have made in effectively en
abling persons with physical disabilities to 
become useful, productive taxpaying citi
zens. 

I believe section 504 regulations must con
tinue to help disabled people obtain the 
education and vocational training needed to 
qualify for employment and secure the 
transportation needed to get to those jobs. 
To do otherwise is to condemn ourselves to 
ever-mounting entitlement expenditures 
that do not solve the problem but merely 
postpone the day when even these measures 
are unaffordable. 

Thank you for your interest. 
Sincerely, 

FRANK R. WOLF, 
Member of Congress.• 

THE INNOVATION ACT IS A 
MUST 

HON. DAVID DREIER 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, June 2, 1982 

e Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, next to 
substantially reducing interest rates, 
the best thing the 97th Congress could 
do for America's small businesses 
would be to enact H.R. 4326, the Small 
Business Innovation Research Act. 

America's small business sector is 
the most innovative and productive 
sector of our economy. Per employee, 
small businesses are two to three times 
more innovative than their larger and 
better known competitors. And a well
known report by the National Science 
Foundation demonstrates that small 
businesses are from 4 to 24 times more 
innovative than medium or large sized 
companies for each dollar spent on re
search and development. Should we 
not, then, move to insure that this 
vital sector of our economy receives its 
fair share of Federal research and de
velopment dollars? 

As the only Californian serving on 
the House Small Business Committee, 
I am pleased to submit for the RECORD 
the text of a resolution recently en
acted by the California State Confer
ence on Small Business in support of 
H.R. 4326. Despite recent efforts by 
large corporations and universities, it 
would indeed appear that support for 
the Innovation Act remains strong. 

CALIFORNIA SMALL BUSINESS ASSOCIATION 
RESOLUTION 7, INNOVATION RESOLUTION 

Whereas American innovation and pro
ductivity have declined dramatically in 
recent years. 

Whereas The Federal Government cur
rently spends about $30 billion per year on 
research and development, about one-half 
the total research and development funds 
expanded nationally. 

Whereas Small business is the most effi
cient and innovative sector of this economy. 

Whereas Federal agencies have tradition
ally been reluctant to use small business for 
federal research and development projects. 

Whereas The Chief Counsel for Advocacy 
is charged by the Congress and the White 
House Conference on Small Business with 
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representing the concerns and opinions of 
the small business community in the Feder
al Government and to the U.S. Congress. 

Resolved, That the delegates to the Cali
fornia State Conference on Small Business 
wholeheartedly support legislation to redi
rect existing federal and development funds 
so that more projects are offered to small 
business, urge immediate approval by the 
U.S. House of Representatives of H.R. 4326, 
and request the Chief Counsel for Advocacy 
to immediately convey this resolution to the 
U.S. House Small Business Committee and 
the House of Representatives.• 

SHALOM, SINAI 

HON. ED WEBER 
OF OHIO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, June 2, 1982 

• Mr. WEBER of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 
on April 25, 1982, in accordance with 
the Israel-Egypt peace treaty, Israel 
withdrew from the Sinai Peninsula. In 
doing so, Israel has relinquished all 
tangible strategic and economic assets 
in the Sinai. 

Those tangibles assets which have 
been given up by Israel amount to a 
$17 billion investment during the 15 
years of Israeli occupation: $12 billion 
was for the construction of a vast in
dustrial and military infrastr:l,lcture, 
and $5 billion for energy exploration 
and development. Beyond that invest
ment, the cost of relocation to the 
Negev region is estimated to exceed $5 
billion. 

The Sinai withdrawal is in the belief 
that peace is the highest form of both 
economic and domestic security; that 
sacrifices must be made and risks 
taken to achieve this goal. 

I am sure that the Israelis feel a 
deep sense of sadness that this land 
has been returned to Egypt, but also 
an even greater feeling of pride, re
sponsibility and personal satisfaction 
knowing that this act symbolizes their 
national desire to live in peace with 
their neighbors. 

Visitors to Washington will have the 
opportunity to see the peace, beauty, 
and serenity of the Sinai in a photo 
exhibition on display in the Cannon 
Rotunda. The display is titled 
"Shalom Sinai-Road to Peace" by 
photographer Farag Peri. It will be 
here until June 12. 

This artistic photography exhibition 
on Sinai portrays not only Israel's 
withdrawal from the desert peninsula, 
but also a farewell, and an expression 
of hope that the Sinai desert will 
remain open to all who wish to visit it. 
I urge all my colleagues to visit this 
display and to invite their guests to 
visit the exhibit as part of their Wash
ington experience. 

Shalom is the Hebrew word for 
hello, goodby, and peace. Let us hope 
that "Shalom (goodby) Sinai" will be 
more than a slogan. That it will be a 
solid bridge to peace in the Mideast.e 

June 2, 1982 
IN MEMORY OF HARRY 

WHEELER 

HON. PETER W. RODINO, JR. 
OF NEW JERSEY 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 2, 1982 

e Mr. RODINO. Mr. Speaker, I lost a 
good friend and the State of New 
Jersey lost one of its champions of 
human rights when Harry Wheeler 
died last week. For the last 12 years 
Harry Wheeler had served as the city 
of Newark's Director of the Office of 
Manpower and Training, and in that 
role he helped keep alive many of the 
programs vital to the people of 
Newark. 

For three decades Harry Wheeler 
worked diligently to help Newark's 
citizens upgrade the quality of life and 
revitalize the community in which 
they lived. He was a voice of hope, of 
hard work, and a can do attitude. A 
lifetime resident of our city, Harry re
ceived a bachelor's degree in education 
from Newark State Teachers College 
<now Kean College), and a master's 
degree in public administration and 
education from Seton Hall University. 
He was a constant learner who contin
ued to take graduate courses long 
after receiving his degrees. He taught 
in Newark's public school system and 
served as executive secretary of the 
Newark Department of Health and 
Welfare. He also worked here in the 
Nation's Capital for a while as a 
health consultant. But his roots were 
in Newark, and that is where Harry 
Wheeler made his great contribution 
to humanity. 

As head of the Manpower and Train
ing Office, and one of Mayor Gibson's 
most trusted advisers, Harry Wheeler 
never stopped working to provide job 
opportunities to our citizens, especial
ly the young. He never stopped caring. 
Countless Newark youngsters have 
had Harry Wheeler's programs to 
thank for their first job, or their first 
practical training so that they could 
learn a skill and become productive 
members of society. He saw his com
mitment to economic and social ad
vancement as an extension of the civil 
rights movement, in which he took an 
active part. 

Harry Wheeler was a leader in every
thing he did, serving as a past presi
dent of the National Employment and 
Training Council of the U.S. Confer
ence of Mayors, as vice president of 
the New Jersey State Employment 
and Training Council, chairman of the 
Newark Local Assistance Board, and 
chairman of the city's Affirmative 
Action Review Council, among many 
other leadership positions. 

Mr. Speaker, my home city of 
Newark was fortunate to have such a 
decent and compassionate public serv
ant as Harry Wheeler dedicate his life 
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to serving its people. I was more than 
fortunate to have his friendship. We 
are at a tremendous loss today. My 
deepest sympathies go out to his 
family.e 

VETERANS MINI CONFERENCE 
ON AGING: PROPOSALS FOR 
ACTION <PART I) 

HON. CLAUDE PEPPER 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 2, 1982 
e Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Speaker, the 
White House Conference on Aging 
held in December 1981 covered myriad 
issues of vital importance to older 
Americans. One such matter of con
cern to our Nation's elderly was cov
ered in the Miniconference on Veter
ans, which adopted 19 resolutions con
cerning the rights of and services to 
America's veterans. The Executive 
Committee of the Veterans Council on 
Aging has worked very hard over an 
extended period of time on these prob
lems of aging veterans. Mr. William 
Fisher, chairman of the Executive 
Committee of the Veterans Council on 
Aging, has been kind enough to bring 
to my attention the 19 adopted resolu
tions of the Veterans Miniconference 
on Aging. These resolutions propose a 
number of actions which they feel 
should receive priority in service deliv
ery and policy development pertaining 
to aging veterans. As the resolutions 

·are quite comprehensive, I am insert
ing the first section of the resolutions 
(No. 1-10) at this point in the RECORD: 

RESOLUTION No. 1 
TO PRIORITIZE PROGRAMS AND LEGISLATION FOR 

AGING VETERANS 

Whereas, there are over one-half million 
living American veterans of World War I 
with an average age of 86; and whereas, 
there are over twelve million American vet
erans of World War II who are now entering 
their sixties and seventies; and whereas, 
there are nearly six million veterans of the 
Korean Conflict approaching older age; and 
whereas, there are additional millions of 
spouses and widow<er)s of veterans in or 
nearing older age; and whereas, these mil
lions of veterans and their spouses and 
widow<er)s will constitute a major increase 
in demand for services and benefits to meet 
their needs as senior citizens: Now, there
fore, be it 

Resolved, by the 1981 Veterans' Conference 
on Aging, That programs and legislation af
fecting aging veterans and their spouses and 
widow<er)s receive priority treatment by 
veterans, Federal, aging, and private-sector 
organizations, and by committees of the 
Congress; and be it further 

Resolved, That the White House Confer
ence on Aging assign greater priority to vet
erans as a major segment of the aging popu
lation of the Nation. 

RESOLUTION No. 2 

TO INCREASE VETERANS SERVICE ORGANIZA
TIONS' PARTICIPATION IN AGING AFFAIRS 

Whereas, veterans service organizations 
represent the interests and concerns of an 
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estimated ten million veterans, and their 
auxiliaries; and whereas, these organiza
tions provide expert liaison and communica
tions with the Congress, Federal entities, 
and other organizations, associations and 
entities, on behalf of veterans; and whereas, 
there is a multitude of organizations, enti
ties and Congressional committees with 
mutual interests in meeting the needs of 
veterans and aging citizens: Now, therefore, 
be it 

Resolved, That the 1981 Veterans' Confer
ence on Aging recommends that veterans 
service organizations enhance their liaison 
with the Congress to include the Senate 
Subcommittee on Aging and the House 
Select Committee on Aging, in concert with 
aging and other organizations and associa
tions; and be it further 

Resolved, That veterans service organiza
tions are encouraged to enhance their com
munications and coordination with those 
other organizations, associations, and enti
ties committed to serving the aging popula
tion of the Nation. 

RESOLUTION No. 3 
TO APPLY RESOURCES OF VETERANS SERVICE OR

GANIZATIONS TO COMMUNITY PROGRAMS FOR 
AGING AMERICANS 

Whereas, veterans service organizations 
maintain state and local entities, often with 
physical facilities, in thousands of American 
cities and towns; and whereas, these local 
entities have historically provided voluntary 
services and community programs on behalf 
of veterans and their families, and the 
public-at-large; and whereas, in many in
stances local entities of veterans service or
ganizations have initiated day care and 
other programs specifically for aging veter
ans, their spouses, and widow<er>s; and 
whereas, the demand for community-based 
programs to meet the needs of aging Ameri
cans, such as day care, nutrition, transporta
tion, education, comradery, will dramatical
ly increase in the 1980's: Now, therefore, be 
it 

Resolved, That the 1981 Veterans' Confer
ence on Aging recommends that veterans 
service organizations seek to enhance their 
community programs and voluntary services 
to assist aging veterans and their benefici
aries; and be it further 

Resolved, That the Veterans' Administra
tion be encouraged to provide training, tech
nical assistance, and support to local entities 
of veterans service organizations in the de
velopment of programs to assist the aging. 

RESOLUTION No. 4 
TO ENHANCE OUTREACH AND PUBLIC 
INFORMATION FOR AGING VETERANS 

Whereas, limited outreach and public in
formation efforts exist at the national level 
to advise older veterans of the available pro
grams and benefits which can assist them; 
and whereas, as a consequence numerous 
veterans and their spouses and widow<er)s 
are unaware of such assistance and there
fore have not filed for it; and whereas, such 
programs and benefits can accommodate or 
contribute to health, housing, employment, 
transportation, nutrition, and other living 
necessities: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the 1981 Veterans' Confer
ence on Aging recommends that the White 
House Conference on Aging and veterans 
service organizations seek enactment of leg
islation to provide for an extensive outreach 
and public information program to inform 
aging beneficiaries of all programs and ben
efits available to them, including eligibility 
requirements; and be it further 

Resolved, That the Veterans Administra
tion enhance its efforts to inform aging vet-
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erans of their entitlements and VA services 
through increased outreach programs. 

RESOLUTION No. 5 
TO PROVIDE FOR A PENSION FOR WORLD WAR I 

VETERANS 

Whereas, there are over one-half million 
living veterans of the 4. 7 million who served 
their country during World War I, who are 
now an average 86 years of age; and where
as, these veterans served their Nation in 
wartime, valiantly and honorably; and 
whereas, these veterans have not received a 
separate pension program to assist them in 
their senior years, while, at the same time, 
they were instrumental over the years in 
helping to create a modern program of ben
efits and services which veterans of more 
recent wars have benefited from; and where
as, by virture of their age these veterans are 
no longer employable, yet at the same time, 
they all too often subsist at or below pro
verty levels; and whereas, these veterans are 
increasingly found in nursing, geriatric, and 
long-term medical care institutions, both 
public and private, while often having no 
means to provide for such institutionaliza
tion or for their widow<er)s; and whereas, 
time does not eradicate this Nation's obliga
tion to its veterans for their service in the 
Armed Forces on its behalf: Now, therefore, 
be it 

Resolved, That the 1981 Veterans' Confer
ence on Aging recommends that the White 
House Conference on Aging and veterans 
service organizations seek to enact legisla
tion to provide for an equitable pension pro
gram for the remaining veterans of World 
War I and their widow<er)s. 

RESOLUTION No. 6 

TO REVIEW AND RECONSIDER PROVISIONS OF 
THE VETERANS' AND SURVIVORS' PENSION IM
PROVEMENT ACT OF 1978 

Whereas, the Veterans' and Survivors' 
Pension Improvement Act of 1978 <Public 
Law 95-588) was developed to provide veter
ans and their survivors with a more equita
ble benefit program; and whereas, there are 
provisions of this Act which identify unfair 
inclusions and exclusions which have detri
mental impacts on determinations of entr 
tlements; and whereas, there are other as
pects of this legislation which contradict its 
intent of improving pension benefits for vet
erans and their survivors: Now, therefore, 
be it 

Resolved, That the 1981 Veterans' Confer
ence on Aging recommends that veterans 
service organizations seek amendments to 
this legislation by the Congress which will 
reduce the detrimental impacts of its provi
sions on veterans and their survivors. 

RESOLUTION No. 7 
TO INFORM AGING VETERANS OF DISCHARGE 

UPGRADE PROCEDURES 

Whereas, standards of military discharge 
during and after World War II were stricter 
than today's standards, and procedural 
rights were severely limited as compared to 
those of today; and whereas, less than hon
orable discharges can prevent aging veter
ans from receiving services and benefits 
which can assist them; and whereas, their 
spouses and widow<er)s may seek benefits 
only to discover that they are not eligible 
due to a less than honorable discharge; and 
whereas, veterans service organizations 
worked to establish the Discharge Review 
Boards and the Boards of Correction of 
Military Records as a means for veterans to 
appeal less than honorable discharges; and 
whereas, by today's standards, veterans re-
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ceive a high rate of success in upgrading 
their discharges and therefore becoming eli
gible for veterans benefits; and whereas, 
many aging veterans are not aware of proce
dures to upgrade their discharges: Now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved, by the 1981 Veterans' Confer
ence on Aging, That the White House Con
ference on Aging assist in an effort to 
inform aging veterans of discharge upgrade 
procedures through outreach among various 
organizations, associations and senior citi
zens networks. 

RESOLUTION No. 8 
TO AMEND LEGISLATION WHICH EXCLUDES CER

TAIN MILITARY SERVICE IN THE CALCULATION 
OF RETIREMENT ANNUITIES OF FEDERAL CIVIL 
SERVICE RETIREES AFTER AGE SIXTY-TWO 

Whereas, the enactment of Public Law 84-
881 requires that at age 62 and thereafter 
all federal civil service retirees who are vet
erans and who have combined their military 
service and federal civil service for calcula
tion of their civil service annuity when eligi
ble for Social Security benefits due in any 
part to military service must exempt a re
computation of their annuities, omitting all 
credit for military service after 1956; and 
whereas, the provisions of this legislation 
were enacted into law without adequate 
hearings or evaluation of the long-term 
impact; and whereas, all veterans should be 
entitled to the maximum benefits payable 
commensurate to earnings paid into the 
Social Security system: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the 1981 Veterans' Confer
ence on Aging recommends that Public Law 
84-881 should be amended by the Congress 
to eliminate those provisions which reduce 
maximum entitlements for veterans who 
later serve in and retire from the Federal 
civil service. 

RESOLUTION No. 9 
TO PROVIDE A COMPREHENSIVE VETERANS AD

.MINISTRATION PROGRAM OF HEALTH CARE AND 
OTHER SERVICES FOR AGING VETERANS 

Whereas, the population of veterans who 
are age 60 and over will dramatically in
crease during the 1980's; and whereas, the 
population of these veterans who reach age 
65 and over will triple by the late 1990's; and 
whereas, the health care and other service 
needs of the total veterans population of 
over 30 million will be significantly influ
enced by the particular health care and 
other needs of these aging veterans; and 
whereas, the Veterans Administration will 
be required to revise its current configura
tion of health care and other services to 
meet the demands imposed by this growing 
population of aging veterans: Now, there
fore, be it 

Resolved, That the 1981 Veterans' Confer
ence on Aging recommends that the Veter
ans Administration provide for a compre
hensive program to meet the health care 
needs and other service needs of the aging 
veterans population; and be it further 

Resolved, That the plans of the Veterans 
Administration to meet the needs of the 
aging veterans population be submitted to 
the Congress for review and public hearings 
at which veterans service organizations may 
be provided input into a final comprehen
sive plan. 

RESOLUTION No. 10 
TO ENHANCE AND EXPAND THE GERIATRIC RE

SEARCH, EDUCATION AND CLINICAL CENTERS 
PROGRAM OF THE VETERANS ADMINISTRATION 

Whereas, the Veterans Administration 
has initiated the Geriatric Research, Educa
tion and Clinical Centers program 
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<GRECCS) to meet the needs of the grow
ing population of aging veterans, as en
hanced by Public Law 96-330; and whereas, 
this program represents a focal point for 
the research, personnel training, and pro
gram development efforts of the Veterans 
Administration in its preparation for meet
ing the increased needs of the aging veter
an; and whereas, this program also repre
sents one of the most advanced and compre
hensive efforts in the Nation to better un
derstand and accommodate the needs of the 
aging; and whereas, this program must be 
expanded and accelerated as the aging vet
erans population increases, while, at the 
same time, the Veterans Administration 
must retain its commitment and its services 
to meet the needs of acute health care and 
of the disabled veteran: Now, therefore, be 
it 

Resolved, That the 1981 Veterans' Confer
ence on Aging recommends that Geriatric 
Research, Education and Clinical Centers of 
the Veterans Administration be enhanced 
and expanded, and provided with adequate 
funding to meet their responsibility.e 

A TRIBUTE TO RABBI LEO JUNG 
ON THE OCCASION OF HIS 
90TH BIRTHDAY AND 60TH 
YEAR AS SPIRITUAL LEADER 
OF THE JEWISH CENTER 

HON.CHARLESB.RANGEL 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 2, 1982 
• Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, on June 
8, The Jewish Center of New York 
City will celebrate the occasion of 
both the 90th birthday and 60th anni
versary as spiritual leader of the con
gregation of Rabbi Leo Jung . 

The members of Rabbi Jung's con
gregation have indeed been blessed for 
the past 60 years to have been guided 
by such a distinguished scholar, teach
er, and author. But most of all, they 
have been blessed by the spiritual and 
moral leadership Rabbi Jung has pro
vided. It is directly as a result of his 
commitment that the quality of life 
for Jews, indeed all New Yorkers, has 
significantly improved. Indeed without 
his contributions to my community, all 
of us would have had a less fulfilled 
life. I am very proud to be able to par
ticipate in this celebration of a revered 
constituent. 

Rabbi Jung was born in Moravia. His 
early school days were spent in schools 
directed by his father, Rabbi Meir 
Tzevi Jung. The family moved to 
London in 1911, when his father ac
cepted the position of Chief Rabbi of 
the Federation of Synagogues of 
London, but Leo Jung continued his 
studies on the Continent. He attended 
the Hildesheim.er Rabbinical Seminary 
in Berlin and also attended Berlin uni
versity. He completed his doctoral 
thesis at the University of Giessen 
while simultaneously attending the 
University of Marburg. He also attend
ed Cambridge University. He was or
dained in 1916 by Rabbi David Hoff
man. 
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In 1920 Rabbi Jung accepted the 

post of rabbi at Congregation Knesset 
Israel in Cleveland, Ohio and immedi
ately began to stamp his imprint on 
American Orthodoxy. He insisted that 
proper decorum be maintained in the 
synagogue, that the mikveh be hygien
cially and aesthetically acceptable, 
that modern pedagogic methods be 
used in Jewish education and that the 
problems of kashruth in the communi
ty be settled. 

In 1922 Rabbi Jung accepted a call 
to the Jewish Center in New York 
where he instituted changes similar to 
those he had made in Cleveland. He 
also addressed himself to matters af
fecting the national and international 
Jewish community as well as those 
facing the local community. 

Among the positions Rabbi Jung has 
held, while continuing to serve his 
congregation, are: Professor of ethics 
at Yeshiva University, Rabbi Isaac El
chanan Theological Seminary and 
Stern College; chairman, Cultural 
Committee of the Joint Distribution 
Committee; president, Jewish Acade
my of Arts and Sciences; trustee of the 
Jewish Social Service Association; 
founder and honorary trustee, Jewish 
Braille Institute; chairman, New York 
State Advisory Board for Kosher Law 
Enforcement; president, Rabbinical 
Council of the Union of Orthodox 
Jewish Congregations of America; vice 
president, Institute of Family Rela
tions. He has also actively participated 
in the work of UJA-Federation, the 
Jewish Agency and the Jewish Nation
al Fund. 

During World War II Rabbi Jung 
was a member of the Army and Navy 
Commission of the Jewish Welfare 
Board and in 1949, at the request of 
the War Department, made a visit to 
the Far Eastern Command. 

In 1951 Rabbi Jung became the vice
chairman of the National Committee 
to Repeal the McCarran Act. This leg
islation, passed over President Tru
man's veto, established immigration 
quotas which discriminated against 
those not of Anglo-Saxon descent and 
also empowered the Attorney-General 
to deport any alien who had engaged 
or purposed to engage in activities 
"prejudicial to the public interest" or 
"subversive to the national security." 
It was felt by the committee that to 
punish intention would be tantamount 
to thought control. 

Rabbi Jung has published 8 volumes 
of sermons, essays and addresses, 30 
pamphlets and several hundred arti
cles in English, Hebrew and German. 

Rabbi Jung and his wife, Irma, have 
4 daughters, 12 grandchildren and 6 
great grandchildren.e 
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EMIGRATION OF SOVIET JEWS 

HITS A NEW LOW 

HON. ANTHONY TOBY MOFFETT 
OF CONNECTICUT 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, June 2, 1982 

• Mr. MOFFETT. Mr. Speaker, I was 
deeply disturbed to learn from the Na
tional Conference on Soviet Jewry yes
terday that the number of Jews al
lowed to emigrate from the Soviet 
Union reached a 10-year low last 
month. 

According to the national confer
ence, only 205 Jews were allowed to 
leave the Soviet Union during the 
month of May. This is the lowest 
monthly emigration figure since the 
Soviet Union began allowing large
scale Jewish emigration in 1971. 

This latest setback for Soviet Jewry 
signals increasingly brutal disregard 
for human rights by the Soviet Union. 
In addition to closing the doors to 
Jewish emigration, Soviet officials 
have also stepped up their attacks on 
Jewish efforts to study and celebrate 
their cultural heritage. 

It is becoming increasingly urgent 
that we in the Congress speak out on 
behalf of Soviet Jewry. Further, I urge 
the administration to take advantage 
of every opportunity-including the 
upcoming arms control negotiations in 
Geneva-to express the concern of the 
people of this country about the fate 
of Jews in the Soviet Union, and to 
urge that a more humane emigration 
policy be pursued by that country. I 
have introduced a concurrent resolu
tion, House Concurrent Resolution 
336, which would direct the President 
to take such action. I urge my col
leagues to cosponsor this resolution, 
which is reprinted below. 

We must not be silent about the 
plight of Jews in the Soviet Union. We 
must let the Soviets know of our shock 
and outrage at their deplorable treat
ment of Soviet Jews. 

H. CON. RES. 336 
Whereas the Soviet Union is pursuing a 

policy of virtually closing its borders to 
Jewish einigration, as evidenced by declin
ing einigration levels which, for 1982, have 
averaged fewer than 300 individuals per 
month; 

Whereas this policy has left tens of thou
sands of people seeking to emigrate from 
the Soviet Union with little hope of being 
granted perinission to einigrate in the fore
seeable future; 

Whereas there are several hundred long
term "refuseniks'', including many children, 
who applied to einigrate from the Soviet 
Union between 1970 and 1975 and have been 
waiting for perinission to einigrate since 
that time; 

Whereas those who have been denied emi
gration rights, especially the long-term "re
fuseniks", are often subjected to a life as in
ternal refugees in the Soviet Union, result
ing in loss of jobs, loss of membership in im
portant social and professional organiza
tions, revocation of academic degrees, sur-
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veillance and arbitrary assault, and other 
forms of harassament and social isolation: 

Whereas these individual'> also suffer 
physical, emotional, and psychological prob
lems which result from social isolation; 

Whereas these individuals are also denied 
the right to cultural expression, evidenced 
by the breaking up of cultural seminars and 
Hebrew classes and harassment by Soviet 
officials of those individuals participating in 
those forms of cultural expression; 

Whereas these individuals al!e subjected 
to arbitrary arrest, imprisonment, and inter
nal exile, as is the case with the Jewish 
"Prisoners of Conscience" currently serving 
sentences in the Soviet Union; 

Whereas it is the stated policy of United 
States law, including section 502B<a>O> of 
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 and sec
tion 402 of the Trade Act of 1974, that 
human rights considerations are a vital ele
ment of United States foreign policy; 

Whereas the Soviet Union, by arbitrarily 
denying its citizens the right to emigrate 
and the right to religious and cultural ex
pression, and by harassing members of a 
specific ethnic group, is violating interna
tional agreements under which it has obli
gations under international law, including 
the Helsinki Final Act, the Universal Decla
ration of Human Rights, the International 
Covenant on Civil and Political Rights, the 
International Covenant on Econoinic, Social 
and Cultural Rights, the International 
Labor Organization Convention Concerning 
Employment Policy, and the UNESCO Con
vention Against Discrimination in Educa
tion: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the House of Representatives 
(the Senate concurring), That it is the sense 
of the Congress that-

(!) the Soviet Union should comply with 
the Helsinki Final Act, the Universal Decla
ration of Human Rights, the International 
Covenant on Civil and Political Rights, and 
other international agreements relating to 
human rights, by pursuing a more humane 
einigration policy and ceasing harassment of 
Jews and others seeking to emigrate; 

<2> the compliance by the Soviet Union 
with internationally recognized emigration 
rights would significantly promote improved 
relations between the United States and the 
Soviet Union; 

(3) the President or his representatives 
should convey to Soviet officials the con
cerns of the Congress expressed in this reso
lution at every appropriate opportunity, in
cluding-

<A> at such time as the grain agreement 
between the United States and the Soviet 
Union, which will expire on September 30, 
1982, is renegotiated; 

<B> at such time as other agreements be
tween the United States and the Soviet 
Union, relating to trade and commerce and 
to science and technology exchange, are ne
gotiated; and 

<C> at such time as the President and the 
President of the Soviet Union meet for 
suminit talks; and 

(4) the President or his representatives 
should also convey these concerns of the 
Congress to the governments of United 
States allies and urge the cooperation of 
those governments in efforts to promote 
emigration from the Soviet Union. 

SEC. 2. The President is requested to 
transmit a copy of this resolution to the 
Ambassador from the Soviet Union to the 
United States and to the Chairman of the 
Presidium of the Supreme Soviet.e 

12795 
UNISPACE '82 AND THE 

MILITARIZATION OF SPACE 

HON. GEORGE E. BROWN, JR. 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, June 2, 1982 

e Mr. BROWN of California. Mr. 
Speaker, as the topic of nuclear arms 
control and disarmament again move 
into the center stage of public debate, 
it is useful for us to look down the 
road in the direction we are heading. 
One of those roads is the increasing 
militarization, or, even more impor
tant, the "weaponization" of space. 

There are two major United Nations 
conferences this summer. The first, to 
begin in a little more than a week in 
New York, is the U .N. Special Session 
on Disarmament. The second to begin 
this August in Vienna is the United 
Nations Conference on the Peaceful 
Uses and Exploration of Outer Space, 
called Unispace '82. Both conferences 
deal with the future of the human 
race on this planet. Both conferences 
are overshadowed by the escalating 
arms race between the United States 
and the U .S.S.R. And in both confer
ences, the United States is apparently 
determined to avoid multilateral dis
cussions and innovative proposals for 
global cooperation. 

Mr. Speaker, I fear that at each of 
these conferences, the United States 
will, by its public posture and by its ac
tions at home, exacerbate the fears of 
U.S. military intentions. There is fear, 
for example, that the United States 
will seek to modify or ignore already 
ratified nuclear weapons treaties
such as the Outer Space Treaty and 
the ABM Treaty. There is fear, fortu
nately somewhat allayed by President 
Reagan's recent remarks, that the 
United States will disregard the SALT 
II Treaty, which has been signed but 
not ratified by the United States. 
There is fear, in short, of war-which 
will inevitably be a nuclear war. 

The militarization of space in the 
United States is symbolized by the de
cline in the NASA budget, with mas
sive increases in the military space 
budget. New weapons systems for 
space are being developed, and while 
their deployment would probably vio
late existing treaties, we are accelerat
ing their development. Worldwide 
opinion calls for an end to this mad
ness, yet the United States fails to 
heed it, much less use this opportunity 
to press for effective arms-control 
agreements. 

I could go on, but I will stop at this 
point. I am inserting in the CONGRES
SIONAL RECORD two articles which de
scribe both the militarization of 
NASA, and the politics around the Un
ispace '82 conference. I recommend 
each to my colleagues. 
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CFrom the Christian Science Monitor, May 

26, 19821 
SPACE RACE TAKES MILITARY TuRN 

<By Brad Knickerbocker> 
WASHINGTON.-As the us space program 

moves through the 1980s, it will increasingly 
become a military venture. 

This pleases some in Congress who are 
urging the Pentagon to do even. more with 
space lasers and other "Star Wars" weapon
ry. But some, including former astronaut 
Harrison Schmitt <now a Republican sena
tor from New Mexico), are concerned that 
this may come at the expense of other sci
entific space efforts. 

Senator Schmitt and like-minded legisla
tors may not be able to reverse the inevita
ble militarization of space, particularly with 
the success of the space shuttle. But they 
did win a significant victory recently when a 
Senate authorizing committee voted to 
make the Pentagon pay its own way for 
future military launches and payloads car
ried into space. In the coming year, that will 
amount to $409 million, a sum that original
ly was included in the National Aeronautics 
and Space Administration <NASA> budget 
but now must be borne by the Defense De
partment. 

From the launching of the first Soviet 
sputnik to the reusable Space Transporta
tion System, as the American shuttle is 
called, much of both countries' efforts in 
space has been directed at military advance
ment. But in recent years, this has acceler
ated just as detente has given way to great
er superpower confrontation. 

The Soviet Union, according to Pentagon 
officials, is several years ahead of the 
United States in developing a space-based 
laser weapon that could threaten American 
satellites and ballistic missiles. The U.S. also 
is pushing ahead with such weaponry, but 
not as fast as some would like. 

In a classified report last month, the Gen
eral Accounting Office said directed-energy 
technology (involving laser, particle, and 
microwave beams> "may revolutionize mili
tary strategy, tactics, and doctrine." It 
urged the Pentagon to accelerate its devel
opment of laser weapons. 

Many top Air Force officials are playing 
down space weaponry, however. Meeting 
with Pentagon reporters over breakfast re
cently, the Air Force's research director, Lt. 
Gen. Kelly Burke, cited the great techno
logical problems presented by building, 
transporting, and accurately using space 
lasers. He noted the antisatellite missile 
that the Air Force soon will test fire from 
high-flying jet fighters as a better system 
for the near future. 

Overall, however, the military aspects of 
the U.S. space effort are gaining as nonmili
tary research projects account for less and 
less of NASA's spending. 

"Whereas NASA's scientific programs 
were a full 36 percent of the research and 
development budgets in 1979 and 1980, they 
constitute only 28 percent of the proposed 
1983 budget," Senator Schmitt complained 
recently. "Since 1980 the aeronautics budget 
of NASA has decreased by over 40 percent 
in constant dollars. 

"The proposed fiscal year 1983 budget 
contains many programs only because they 
are of direct interest to the Department of 
Defense, while eliminating 12 major systems 
technology programs which would support a 
private aeronautics industry hard hit by for
eign competition." 

Since 1979, Schmitt points out, NASA has 
canceled its obligation to supply a space
craft for the International Solar Polar Mis-
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sion, plans for a Venus mapping mission <al
though a modest mission now is being stud
ied), and a rendezvous with Halley's Comet 
in 1986. 

In criticizing the growing military use of 
the space shuttle, Schmitt says, "The DOD 
should not have to be subsidized at the ex
pense of our country's civil aeronautics and 
space programs." 

However, DOD support has been crucial 
to shuttle development all along and shuttle 
planning has always included the military 
applications. 

According to a recent GAO report, the 
Pentagon will be the prime passenger 
aboard nearly half the shuttle flights 
through.1984, 114 out of 234. 

"This is bad news for those who are con
cerned over cutbacks in NASA's space sci
ence activities," says Sen. William Proxmire 
CD> of Wisconsin. "It means that more and 
more of each NASA budget will be spent on 
defense-related activities and less and less 
will be spent on civilian science." 

It was because of this that the Senate 
voted earlier this month to stop "the free 
ride for the Pentagon," as Senator Schmitt 
puts it. 

This is not likely to slow down the De
fense Department's increasing role in space 
activities, however. In addition to antisatel
lite programs, defense planners are working 
on space-based communications and naviga
tion systems, nuclear detection devices, and 
enemy missile warning capabilities. 

The fourth flight of the space shuttle, 
scheduled for June 27, will include a mili
tary payload. 

CFrom the Stars and Stripes-the National 
Tribune, May 13, 19821 

UNISPACE '82-PROMISES AND PROBLEMS 
<By Jane A. Willenz> 

Unispace '82. It sounds like a sequel to 
Star Wars or a new science fiction takeoff 
into the space age. No one seems to know 
much about it, perhaps because it is not a 
media event. Nor is it likely to be. That's un
fortunate because more people should know 
about it. 

Unispace '82 is the Second United Nations 
Conference on the Exploration and Peace
ful uses of Outer Space, which will be held 
in Vienna, Austria, August 9-21. Nearly 140 
nations from this planet are planning to 
participate in the Conference which is the 
second of its kind, the first being in 1968. 

One cannot help but wonder why the ex
ploration of outerspace and its implications 
have so receded into the background of 
public consciousness. 

Yes, every new launching of a space vehi
cle gets its share of media coverage. There is 
a flurry; lots of Americans are glued to their 
TV sets and a collective sigh of relief is 
heard when the space craft returns safely, 
particularly when it is manned. 

But the gorgeous wonder of it all some
how is muted. The awesome possibilities for 
good and evil are not a subject of much 
public debate and certainly of little private 
conjecture. 

Maybe we are jaded, or maybe we are just 
frightened; there is already so much to be 
frightened about these days. The saber rat
tling of the Reagan Administration, and the 
"small" adventure in the South Atlantic 
which is a powderkeg for the very fragile 
nobelligerency state of a good part of the 
world, have raised the ante of worry. 

The United States is sending a high level 
delegation to Vienna as well as mounting an 
exhibit. Ambassador Gerald B. Helman of 
the U.S. Dept. of State is coordinating the 
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American effort, while James Beggs, the 
head of NASA, will lead the delegation. 

Americans see the Conference as primari
ly educational rather than decision
making-a forum for stock taking-to review 
and share information on what has worked 
and what hasn't worked. 

The agenda will cover three major areas: 
(1) State of space science and technology, 
<2> Applications of space science and tech
nology and <3> International cooperation 
and the role of the UN. 

Since third world countries are very inter
ested in extending their capabilities in 
space, they have shown a strong interest in 
the Conference. They want more of the 
space action and many are throwing heavy 
resources into trying to get it. The Confer
ence will give them all kinds of information 
that will assist them in launching specific 
projects. 

The United States, according to the State 
Dept. spokesman, is committed to providing 
opportunities for international cooperation 
of space technology. And according to 
NASA, international cooperation has always 
been a way of life there; they claim that 
there hasn't been any major program at 
NASA without it. 

According to the NASA philosophy, the 
United States wants to cooperate with all 
countries and to help provide the benefits 
that are derived from outer space technolo
gy, with all people. 

One would assume from this beneficient 
approach from the U.S., that Unispace '82 is 
a promising event. It turns out there is 
much discontent. 

There is criticism of the U.S. to joining 
the Conference late and some claim is not 
providing the kind of exhibit it is capable of 
providing. 

The Third World countries, which are not 
monolithic, are apprehensive about the uses 
of space and how that will affect their sov
ereignty. 

The NGO's-non-governmental organiza
tions-are preparing for a parallel confer
ence at Vienna. It is called the "NGOs at 
Unispace '82", and its theme is "peaceful de
velopment through space." 

The NGOs make no bones about their 
conference being a political one. They feel 
that Unispace itself must deal with the po
litical issues which are not on the agenda. 
They point out that the Third World con
siders space exploration and technology de
velopment a new form of economic imperial
ism of the "have" nations against the "have 
nots." 

Among the issues that the NGOs claim 
are on the hidden agenda of Unispace and 
which will be on the NGO agenda are: 
Energy from space; Environment and Space, 
Geostationary Orbits, Remote Sensing; and 
Transfer Technology. 

And most important of all, the NGO's are 
concerned about the "militarization" of 
space. None of these issues will be taken up 
substantively by the Unispace Conference 
itself, although they may be touched upon. 

The NGO's probably mirror many of the 
concerns of the Third World countries. For 
example, the technology of remote sensing 
which is very sophisticated and not within 
the capability of most Third World coun
tries, raises many thorny issues. Who con
trols the data which is sensed by the satel
lite? 

While the data is theoretically open to all, 
only the most advanced nations have the 
technology to extract that data. So "open
ness" is quite meaningless for those who 
can't do anything with the data. 
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Apprehension and fear mark the third 

world's views of the pioneering efforts into 
space. After all, they have had considerable 
experience with the uses that mankind has 
put to scientific discovery. 

Unhappily, much of their experiences 
have been negative. Exploration has often 
meant exploitation for them. They are 
struggling to catch up. And there are many 
nations in the Third World which do have a 
variety of capabilities in the space technolo
gy field. 

In terms of what space technology can do, 
the Third World nations have an incredible 
amount to gain. The U.S.'s AID Agency has 
performed minor miracles in demonstrating 
how some of that technology can assist an 
underdeveloped nation help itself-in rural 
development, in communications, in educa
tion, in institution building, in developing 
power sources. 

Of course, these uses of space exploration 
and technology are welcome to Third World 
countries. But they worry about the other 
possibilities which they see as threatening 
their sovereignty as well as their security. 

The uses of outer space are governed by 
the Outer Space Treaty. The U.S. position is 
that it is developing the peaceful uses of 
outer space in a fashion consistent with the 
UN Charter which includes maintenance of 
U.S. security. 

This is scary to the less developed nations, 
it smacks of militaristic use of outer space. 
The U.S. denies this; but asserts its rights 
under the Charter to capitalize on its tech
nology to maximize its security. 

Even if the U.S. is de jure within the 
boundaries of the UN charter, Third World 
nations are wary of the potential of space 
technology for military uses and/ or domina
tion. 

Unispace '82 will not deal with this thorny 
issue, if it can avoid it but the parallel NGO 
conference will. It is useful that there be a 
forum for discussions of the fears of the less 
technologically-advanced nations. And it is 
important that the U.S. and the other tech
nologically capable countries listen to those 
concerns and try to deal with them. 

Perhaps the wonder and optimism of 
space exploration and development will 
return. This is the hope of the U.S. confer
ence coordinators. 

The potential for benefitting mankind 
through the marvelous breakthroughs in 
space science is unlimited. Wouldn't it be 
wonderful if the political problems would go 
away? 

But, they won't unless nations will attack 
them with the same imagination and com
mitment that they approach scientific ex
ploration. That indeed, is the main chal
lenge to Unispace '82, whether it is on the 
official agenda or not.e 

LEONA WARD-MORE THAN A 
GOOD REPORTER 

HON. FORTNEY H. (PETE) ST ARK 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 2, 1982 

•Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, Leona 
Ward, a reporter for the Hayward, 
Calif., Daily Review, a newspaper in 
my district, was recently honored by 
her colleagues and other friends on 
the occasion of her retirement. 
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For 37 years, Mrs. Ward practiced 

her profession with courage, resource
! ulness, and skill. 

The following article appeared in 
the Daily Review on Sunday, May 23, 
the day of her retirement dinner. It's a 
story about a good reporter: 

SISTERS' ERA ENDS-LEGENDARY DAILY 
REVIEW REPORTER LEONA WARD RETIRES 

It was April 12, 1945, and Leona Ward 
watched longingly as the city room of the 
old Oakland Post Enquirer "erupted with 
the news" of President Franklin Delano 
Roosevelt's death. 

She turned from the insurance office 
window where she worked and thought, 
"This is not for me." 

One month later, Leona Ward began her 
first assignment-covering police-for The 
Daily Review, a job that would grow and 
strengthen until, 37 years later, her name is 
virtually synonymous with the newPaper's. 

On May 31, Mrs. Ward, now 70, retires as 
associate editor and reporter, leaving behind 
almost four decades as a journalist covering 
Southern Alameda County. Her colleagues 
are honoring her with a banquet tonight. 

"I'm going to have to learn all over again 
how to participate . . . to be a part of the 
human race," she said recently, laughing at 
how the stringent requirements of "objec
tivity" have shaped her life. 

Her career had spanned post-Depression 
days to current county politics, starting at 
her kitchen table in her hometown of Oel
wein, Iowa. 

There, after graduating from Coe College 
with a journalism degree in the Depression 
when "everybody was firing everybody in 
newsrooms," she worked as a stringer for 
several Iowa dailies, fe"eding them stories 
ranging from basketball games to crime sto
ries. 

Smiling, she confides now that she had 
some invaluable help: Her husband, Everett 
"Doc" Ward, went with her to the sporting 
games "to explain what was going on." 

But World War II broke up that life. 
Ward joined the Navy, working on a mine
sweeper in the South Pacific. Mrs. Ward 
moved to California to wait out the war. 

The wait ended, but never her stay here 
nor her attachment to the paper. 

"When I first arrived here in 1963 from 
Nebraska she was already a legend," said 
Managing Editor Ernie Hines, now her boss 
but then a reporter who turned to Leona 
Ward for tips on news sources. 

"She is in my mind, really the epitome of 
a professional," he said. 

Quietly friendly, Mrs. Ward loved the 
community contact that came with her 
work and, as a result, built up a network of 
sources most reporters only dream of. 

"There's just no county office or employ
ee that she didn't know," recalled Lloyd 
Boles, an Oakland Tribune reporter who 
competed with her covering county govern
ment. 

"When I saw her around, I immediately 
stated checking all over because I knew 
there something I was probably missing," 
he said. Then he laughed and added, "And 
there usually was.'' 

During her career, Mrs. Ward covered 
almost every aspect of newspaper work, in
cluding a five-year stint as city editor, a post 
she left because she wanted to return to 
writing. 

One of the highlights was her work cover
ing Eden Hospital, built in the 1950s when 
Hayward had only one small hospital to 
service its growing population. 
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In the mid-1950s, she ran a series of arti

cles scrutinizing potential conflicts of inter
est among doctors sitting on the hospital 
board of directors. The series won the paper 
an Associated Press award-and a $1 million 
libel suit filed by the doctors. 

She recalls that as one of the most nerve
wracking times of her life. 

She threatened to resign if the paper re
tracted the articles, then left for a national 
convention of the Business and Professional 
Womens's Association, in which she was a 
member of the national board of directors. 

Sitting in her hotel room "nervous and 
getting more nervous by the moment," the 
fateful call came: The Daily Review would 
not retract, but would fight the lawsuit. 

Ironically, she now notes, the lawsuit was 
dropped shortly thereafter. 

Mrs. Ward was nominated for a Pulitzer 
Prize in 1974 for her coverage of Judge Wil
liam Spruance Jr., later removed from the 
Hayward-San Leandro Municipal Court 
bench for abusing his al).thority. 

That was the most difficult time of her 
life. She wrote many of those stories from 
her home, where she was caring for her hus
band, who died of cancer in 1973. 

But more than anything, Mrs. Ward has 
been known for her dogged thoroughness 
and honesty in reporting. 

"Her great strength has been the abilities 
she brings every day to the office," said 
Chuck Peterson, former Daily Review man
aging editor, who worked with Mrs. Ward 
for 20 years. 

"She knew more about what was going on 
in San Leandro than a lot of the people who 
were running San Leandro," Peterson said 
of her days covering that beat. 

As county government reporter for the 
past 25 years, she had to be resourceful. 
The Board of Supervisors used to meet 
behind closed doors, emerging to summarily 
vote to "pass all matters and whoosh, it was 
done," she said. 

Usually, reporters were allowed in, par
ticularly if they were persistent. "Anytime 
you come to a closed door, that's where you 
go," she said, smiling as memory took her 
back in time. 

After a career of 10- and 12-hour work
days, Mrs. Ward doesn't plan to slow down 
too much in retirement. 

In between remodeling her Pleasonton 
house, writing projects and traveling, she 
said she plans to take classes in literature 
and other areas she's always enjoyed. 

Looking behind on her career, there are 
no regrets and only one wish: 

"If they write on my tombstone, 'She was 
a good reporter,' I'll be happy."e 

ITALIAN NATIONAL DAY 

HON. PETER W. RODINO, JR. 
OF NEW JERSEY 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 2, 1982 

e Mr. RODINO. Mr. Speaker, I want 
to join my friends in the Italian com
munity and all Americans in paying 
tribute to one of our most treasured 
allies on the celebration of the 36th 
anniversary of the founding of the 
Italian Republic. 

Italy can be very proud of its ad
vancement as a democracy, as it cele
brates its 36th birthday. At the end of 
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World War II Italy emerged as a Re
public amid the spread of totalitarian
ism that swept Europe. Italy's devo
tion to the principles of democratic 
government has been an inspiration to 
democratic nations throughout the 
world. Since the Italian people voted 
to establish a republican form of gov
ernment on June 2, 1946, Italy has 
steadfastly maintained its national 
commitment to democratic institu
tions and individual liberties despite 
the threats of domestic terrorism, 
social unrest and a struggling econo
my. 

Their dedication to political free
doms has been consistent with Italy's 
history, which has provided the world 
with great advancements in art and 
music, science, and law. From the legal 
foundations established in ancient 
Roman culture, to the artistic and sci
entific developments spawned by the 
Renaissance in the 14th century, Ital
ian creativity has given mankind innu
merable lasting contributions: From 
the ancient code of Justinian to the 
artwork of Michaelangelo, the scientif
ic discoveries of Da Vinci, Galileo, and 
Enrico Fermi, and the musical 
achievements of Giuseppi Verdi, 
Arturo Toscanini, Enrico Caruso, and 
Luciano Pavarotti. 

Americans of Italian descent have 
continued this tradition with their 
many contributions to the growth and 
development of our country. 

I am proud of my heritage as one of 
these Americans of Italian origin, and 
I ask all my colleagues to join me in 
saluting the Italian Republic on this 
great day of celebration of Italian de
mocracy .e 

THE DANGERS OF AN 
ACCIDENTAL NUCLEAR WAR 

HON. GEORGE E. BROWN, JR. 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 2, 1982 

e Mr. BROWN of California. Mr. 
Speaker, many excellent articles criti
cal of U.S. nuclear posture have ap
peared over previous months and 
years in various publications. There is 
no question that public awareness of 
the horrors of a nuclear exchange 
have been heightened by the work of a 
multitude of groups-nuclear physi
cists, physicians, religious leaders-and 
by popular writers such as Jonathan 
Schell, with his recent book describing 
the potential end of the human race. 

One of the best short critiques of 
our nuclear strategy appeared last 
Sunday in the Los Angeles Herald Ex
aminer, a major Hearst publication 
which I confess I do not read as often 
as I might. The author, Arthur Macy 
Cox, is a well-known writer on military 
policy. He makes the case that the ad
vance of nuclear technology, coupled 
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with the continued persistence by all 
sides on a counterproductive and obso
lete nuclear arms race, raises the 
chances of an accidental nuclear ex
change to a very high level. 

While most political leaders still do 
not seem to be aware of the serious
ness of the chances of accidental nu
clear war, this may change quickly. 
The special U .N. session on disarma
ment, now starting in New York, may 
raise the level of awareness. The bilat
eral discussions between the U.S. and 
the U.S.S.R. on reduction of nuclear 
arms seems to have a new sense of pri
ority. The opportunity for reversing 
the nuclear arms race and achieving a 
new level of planetary rationality is 
before us, if we seize the opportunity. 

The Cox article, which follows, 
should contribute to that goal. 

[From the Los Angeles Herald Examiner, 
May 30, 19821 

WORLD WAR 3 COULD HAPPEN BY MISTAKE
UNLESS ••• 

<By Arthur Macy Cox) 
It is good that President Reagan has de

cided to talk with the Russians about strate
gic nuclear weapons, but the manner in 
which he is going about it reveals that he 
does not yet grasp the extraordinary peril 
for the United States and the world if the 
nuclear-arms race is permitted to continue. 

The reason for this grave danger is that 
nuclear-weapons technology is rapidly ad
vancing to a point where it can no longer be 
controlled by man. Decisions about whether 
to launch nuclear weapons soon may be 
made by computers. Neither the Soviet 
Union nor the United States has any inten
tion of launching a nuclear attack, but if 
both sides deploy the next round of nuclear 
weapons, the risk of war by accident will in
crease from possible to probable. 

Most of the new nuclear weapons will 
have a capability for a first strike because 
they can reach their targets with such 
speed, accuracy and power. When they are 
deployed, both sides will be on hairtrigger 
alert, especially at times of political crisis. 
These weapons will be able to destroy nucle
ar command, control and communications 
systems, both human and mechanical. 
Those systems are vulnerable and subject to 
error. 

The United States in 1979 and 1980 had 
three nuclear-war alerts caused by false 
alarms from computer error. Fortunately 
for this planet, we could survive such false 
alarms because there was time to ascertain 
the error before a command to launch was 
given. In the future there will not be time. 

In June 1980, Fred D. Ikle, the present un
dersecretary of defense for policy, wrote an 
article in The Washington Post titled "The 
Growing Risk of War By Accident." He said: 
"The more we rely on launch on warnings 
<or, for that matter, the more the Soviet 
do), the greater the risk of accidental nucle
ar war .... The crux of the matter is that 
the more important it becomes to launch on 
warning, the more dangerous it will be. The 
tightening noose around our neck is the re
quirement for speed. The more certain one 
wants to be that our missile forces <or 
Soviet missile forces) could be launched 
within minutes and under all circumstances, 
the more one has to practice the system and 
to loosen the safeguards." 

Former Secretary of Defense Harold 
Brown, in an interview with The Wall 
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Street Journal in July 1980, confirmed the 
awful risk of a policy of launch on warning. 
He said: "I think the idea of depending on 
launch under attack is a bad idea. . . . We 
ought not to let computers make the deci
sion as to when we go to war." 

Nevertheless, in the CBS television docu
mentary "The Defense of the United 
States," the following exchange took place 
between Dan Rather and Secretary of De
fense Caspar W. Weinberger. Rather said: 
"But your basic recommendation is that we 
must be prepared-we must at least be pre
pared to do a launch under attack." Wein
berger replied: "It gives undue emphasis to 
single out any one particular kind of option 
and say that is the one we're considering. 
We're considering them all. We aren't elimi
nating anything." 

Georgi A. Arbatov, the top Soviet expert 
on the United States, says that if Soviet 
weapon systems become vulnerable, "there 
is always a countermeasure: launch on 
warning and under attack." 

The United States intends to deploy Per
shing 2 ballistic missiles in West Germany 
early in 1984. Those missiles will be capable 
of destroying Soviet command, control and 
communications systems after a six-minute 
flight. When those weapons are deployed, 
we will have forced the Russians into a 
corner. They will almost certainly adopt a 
policy of launch on warning, which means 
that they launch missiles on first warning 
of attack rather than risk having their com
mand center destroyed. Since no human de
cision-making system can be responsive in 
six minutes, the Russians will have to rely 
on computers. Their computers are not as 
advanced as ours-and ours make errors 

President Reagan doesn't seem to under
stand the terrible risk of accidental nuclear 
war that confronts us. He is still indulging 
in propaganda ploys trying to convince 
American and European opinion that he is 
eager for serious negotiations, while at the 
same time moving ahead with the develop
ment of first-strike weapons. The presi
dent's approach reflects insufficient aware
ness of the urgent need for reversing the 
nuclear arms race. He says: "The monumen
tal task of reducing our strategic forces to 
enhance stability will take many years of 
concentrated effort." That will be too late. 
The first-strike weapons will be in place by 
then. 

In fact, the nuclear-arms race is moving 
into its most dangerous stage since the first 
atomic bomb was exploded. The only way to 
reverse this insane course is through negoti
ations of agreements that reduce the threat 
of first strike to a point where neither side 
would contemplate launch on warning, and 
neither side could conceivably gain any ad
vantage from a surprise attack. 

In order to survive, both sides will have to 
acknowledge that neither side can any 
longer assert its national will through mili
tary coercion of the other. In a nuclear era, 
Clausewitz is irrelevant: War can no longer 
be an extension of politics. There can never 
again be nuclear superiority of one super
power over the other. The mindless effort to 
achieve such superiority moves each side 
closer to the hairtrigger. The concepts of 
limited nuclear war and nuclear-war fight
ing are irrational. 

The theory of building nuclear bargaining 
chips so that we can negotiate from 
strength is a nonsensical hoax. The Rus
sians are no more likely to negotiate from a 
position of inferiority than we are. If one 
side builds a new system and obtains an ad
vantage, the other side will respond with a 
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countermove. The meaningful time to nego
tiate about new nuclear systems is before 
they have been deployed, not after. Both 
sides have violated this principle many 
times and the arms race has escalated. Now 
is the time to stop it. 

There should be five priority goals in the 
next round of negotiation. 

To eliminate the threat of first strike. 
To cut the number of launchers and war

heads to a level that preserves nuclear de
terrence but reduces the danger of acciden
tal or unintentional nuclear war. 

To freeze nuclear systems at a sharply re
duced but equal level and to ban develop
ment, testing and deployment of any new 
nuclear weapons. 

To ban military programs in outerspace. 
To provide for adequate verification of 

the implementation of the agreements. 
The best way to approach negotiation 

would be to place all of the nuclear weapons 
of the two powers on the bargaining table. 
Since it is impossible to separate systems 
that are supposedly strategic or interconti
nental from intermediate range systems, 
also deployed in Europe, it will be almost 
impossible to proceed with two separate ne
gotiations in Geneva. As for the tactical or 
battlefield nuclear weapons stationed in 
Central Europe, the ideal goal would be to 
dismantle them all. If that is not possible, a 
50 percent reduction would be desirable. 

But most important would be to control 
first-strike weapons. Large Soviet SS-18s 
and SS-19s carry 10 and six warheads, re
spectively, with sufficient power and accura
cy to be categorized as first-strike weapons. 
President Reagan has suggested that a cut 
in the Soviet land-based missile force to 
2,500 warheads would be acceptable to the 
United States. Certainly that would ·sharply 
reduce the potential threat. However, in 
return we should agree to cancel our next 
round of first-strike weapons. These are the 
Pershing 2s scheduled for deployment in 
West Germany in early 1984, the MX mis
siles scheduled for deployment between 
1986 and 1988 and the Trident II submarine
launched missile due in 1989 or 1990. In ad
dition, we have 900 Mark XII-A warheads 
deployed in our Minuteman III missiles, 
which have a first-strike capacity. 

President Reagan's warhead total of 5,000 
may be an adequate starting point, but the 
ultimate goal should be half of that figure. 

These measures would virtually eliminate 
the first-strike threat and would return the 
two sides to a much more stable balance of 
deterrence. When the initial warhead ceil
ing is set, the two sides should agree to 
freeze all further development, testing and 
deployment of nuclear weapons. U.S. and 
Soviet intermediate-range weapons also 
should be reduced by at least 50 percent. 
Since the French, Chinese and possibly the 
British may not agree to negotiate about 
their nuclear weapons, the Russians will 
insist on maintaining some of their SS-20s, 
especially those facing China. 

After seven years of negotiating SALT II, 
both sides know most of the facts and de
tails. If the two superpowers are sufficiently 
motivated by the desire to survive, they 
should be able to reach an agreement.• 

SENATE COMMITTEE MEETINGS 

Title IV of Senate Resolution 4, 
agreed to by the Senate on February 
4, 1977, calls for establishment of a 
system for a computerized schedule of 
all meetings and hearings of Senate 
committees, subcommittees, joint com-

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
mittees, and committees of conference. 
This title requires all such committees 
to notify the Office of the Senate 
Daily Digest-designated by the Rules 
Committee-of the time, place, and 
purpose of the meetings, when sched
uled, and any cancellations or changes 
in the meetings as they occur. 

As an additional procedure along 
with the computerization of this inf or
mation, the Office of the Senate Daily 
Digest will prepare this information 
for printing in the Extensions of Re
marks section of the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD on Monday and Wednesday of 
each week. 

Any changes in committee schedul
ing will be indicated by placement of 
an asterisk to the left of the name of 
the unit conducting such meetings. 

Meetings scheduled for Thursday, 
June 3, 1982, may be found in the 
Daily Digest of today's RECORD. 

MEETINGS SCHEDULED 

JUNE4 
9:30 a.m. 

Joint Economic 
To hold hearings on the employment/ 

unemployment situation for May. 
2128 Rayburn Building 

JUNES 
9:30 a.m. 

Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs 
Securities Subcommittee 

To resume hearings on S. 1869, S. 1870, 
S. 1871, and S. 1977, bills revising or 
repealing certain provisions of the 
Public Utility Holding Company Act 
of 1935. 

5302 Dirksen Building 
Energy and Natural Resources 

To resume hearings on S. 1844, to facili
tate the development of interstate coal 
pipeline distribution systems by grant
ing the Federal power of eminent 
domain to those interstate pipelines 
which are determined to be in the na
tional interest. 

3110 Dirksen Building 
10:00 a.m. 

Foreign Relations 
East Asian and Pacific Affairs Subcommit

tee 
To hold hearings on U.S. policies and 

programs in Southeast Asia. 
4221 Dirksen Building 

11:00 a.m. 
Judiciary 

Business meeting, to mark up pending 
calendar business. 

2228 Dirksen Building 
1:30 p.m. 

Appropriations 
Foreign Operations Subcommittee 

To hold hearings on proposed budget es
timates for fiscal year 1983 for pro
grams which fall within the jurisdic
tion of the subcommittee. 

1318 Dirksen Building 

2:00 p.m. 
Finance 
Social Security and Income Maintenance 

Programs Subcommittee 
To hold hearings on social security trust 

fund investment policy. 
2221 Dirksen Building 
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JUNE9 

8:00 a.m. 
Appropriations 
Defense Subcommittee 

To resume hearings on proposed budget 
estimates for fiscal year 1983 for the 
Defense Establishment. 

1114 Dirksen Building 
9:00 a.m. 

Finance 
International Trade Subcommittee 

To hold oversight hearings on Govern
ment procurement code and related 
agreements. 

2221 Dirksen Building 
9:30 a.m. 

Commerce, Science, and Transportation 
To hold hearings on the nomination of 

Donald D. Engen, of Virginia, to be a 
member of the National Transporta
tion Safety Board. 

235 Russell Building 
Judiciary 
Agency Administration Subcommittee 

Business meeting, to mark up S. 1775, 
making the Federal Government liable 
for constitutional torts and generally 
the exclusive defendant in all tort 
suits involving Government employees 
acting within the scope of their em
ployment. 

2228 Dirksen Building 
Veterans Affairs 

To hold oversight hearings on the ad
ministration of outpatient care facili
ties for veterans. 

412 Russell Building 
•select on Indian Affairs 

To hold hearings on the proposed reor
ganization within the Bureau of 
Indian Affairs, Department of the In
terior. 

6226 Dirksen Building 
10:00 a.m. 

Foreign Relations 
Business meeting, to mark up Senate 

Joint Resolution 163, Senate Joint 
Resolution 171, Senate Joint Resolu
tion 177, Senate Joint Resolution 191, 
Senate Resolution 323, Senate Resolu
tion 343, Senate Resolution 370, 
Senate Executive Resolution 5, Senate 
Executive Resolution 6, and Senate 
Concurrent Resolution 81, resolutions 
providing for a reduction of nuclear 
armaments by the United States and 
the Soviet Union, and other pending 
calendar business. 

4221 Dirksen Building 
2:00 p.m. 

Foreign Relations 
Business meeting, to continue markup 

of Senate Joint Resolution 163, Senate 
Joint Resolution 171, Senate Joint 
Resolution 177, Senate Joint Resolu
tion 191, Senate Resolution 323, 
Senate Resolution 343, Senate Resolu
tion 370, Senate Executive Resolution 
5, Senate Executive Resolution 6, and 
Senate Concurrent Resolution 81, res
olutions providing for a reduction of 
nuclear armaments by the United 
States and the Soviet Union, and 
other pending calendar business. 

4221 Dirksen Building 

JUNE 10 

9:30 a.m. 
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs 
Securities Subcommittee 

To resume hearings on S. 1869, S. 1870, 
S. 1871, and S. 1977, bills revising or 
repealing certain provisions of the 
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Public Utilit y Holding Company Act 
of 1935. 

5302 Dirk.sen Building 
Labor and Human Resources 
Labor Subcommittee 

To hold oversight hearings on the im
plementation of the employee retire
ment income security program 
<ERISA>. 

4232 Dirk.sen Building 
Small Business 

To hold oversight hearings on activities 
of small business investment compa
nies <SBIC's ) and minority enterprise 
small business investment companies 
<MESBIC's). 

424 Russell Building 
10:00 a.m. 

Environment and Public Works 
Business meeting, to consider pending 

calendar business. 
4200 Dirk.sen Building 

Foreign Relations 
To resume hearings on East-West rela

tions, focusing on the Pacific. 
4221 Dirk.sen Building 

Governmental Affairs 
Business meeting, to mark up pending 

calendar business. 
3302 Dirk.sen Building 

*Rules and Administration 
To hold hearings on the nominations of 

Joan D. Aikens, of Pennsylvania, Lee 
Ann Elliott, of Illinois, and Danny Lee 
McDonald, of Oklahoma, each to be a 
member of the Federal Election Com-
mission. 

301 Russell Building 
1:30 p.m. 

Appropriations 
Foreign Operations Subcommittee 

To hold hearings on proposed budget es
timates for fiscal year 1983 for the 
Export-Import Bank of the United 
States. 

1318 Dirk.sen Building 
2:00 p.m. 

Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs 
To resume hearings on S . 1230, authoriz

ing the minting of special coins com
memorating the 1984 summer Olympic 
games in Los Angeles, Calif. 

5302 Dirk.sen Building 
Foreign Relations 
East Asian and Pacific Affairs Subcommit

tee 
To resume hearings on U.S. policies and 

programs in Southeast Asia. 
4221 Dirk.sen Building 

4:15 p.m. 
Foreign Relations 

Closed briefing on El Salvador land 
reform. 

S-116, Capitol 

JUNE 11 
10:00 a.m. 

Environment and Public Works 
Water Resources Subcommittee 

To hold hearings on propsed legislation 
authorizing funds for certain soil con
servation service watershed projects. 

4200 Dirksen Building 
Foreign Relations 

To hold hearings on the proposed Motor 
Vehicle Treaty with Mexico <Treaty 
Doc. No. 97-18). 

4221 Dirk.sen Building 
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JUNE 14 

9:00 a.m. 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation 
Communications Subcommittee 

To hold hearings on S. 2469, providing 
for improved international telecom
munications. 

235 Russell Building 

JUNE 15 
9:00 a.m. 

Commerce, Science, and Transportation 
Communications Subcommittee 

To continue hearings on S. 2469, provid
ing for improved international tele
communications. 

235 Russell Building 
9:30 a.m. 

Labor and Human Resources 
To hold oversight hearings on activities 

of the Equal Employment Opportuni
ty Commission. 

4232 Dirk.sen Building 
10:00 a.m. 

Environment and Public Works 
Business meeting, to consider pending 

calendar business. 
4200 Dirk.sen Building 

Select on Indian Affairs 
To hold hearings on proposed authoriza

tions for the tribally controlled com
munity college program. 

6226 Dirk.sen Building 
2:00 p.m. 

Appropriations 
Foreign Operations Subcommittee 

To resume hearings on proposed budget 
estimates for fiscal year 1983 for the 
Agency for International Develop
ment, focusing on the trade and devel
opment program, international disas
ter assistance, and American schools 
and hospitals abroad program. 

S-146, Capitol 
Conferees 

On S. 1193, authorizing funds for fiscal 
year ending September 30, 1982, and 
fiscal year 1983 for the Department of 
State, authorizing funds for fiscal year 
ending September 30, 1982, for the 
Arms Control and Disarmament 
Agency, authorizing funds for fiscal 
year ending September 30, 1982, and 
fiscal year 1983 for the International 
Communications Agency, and author
izing funds for fiscal year ending Sep
tember 30, 1982, and fiscal year 1983 
for the Board for International Broad
casting. 

S-116, Capitol 

JUNE 16 
9:30 a.m. 

Commerce, Science, and Transportation 
Merchant Marine Subcommittee 

To hold oversight hearings on adminis
tration of the law requiring half of all 
Government-impelled cargoes to be 
transported on U.S.-flag vessels. 

235 Russell Building 
Rules and Administration 

Business meeting, to consider the nomi
nations of Joan D. Aikens, of Pennsyl
vania, Lee Ann Elliott, of Illinois, and 
Danny Lee McDonald, of Oklahoma, 
each to be a Member of the Federal 
Election Commission, and a proposed 
resolution of regulations and/or rules 
changes needed to implement televi
sion and/or radio coverage of the 
Senate. 

301 Russell Building 

June 2, 1982 
10:00 a.m. 

Environment and Public Works 
Environmental Pollution Subcommittee 

To hold oversight hearings on the imple
mentation of the Comprehensive Envi
ronmental Response, Compensation 
and Liability Act of 1980 <Super 
Fund>. 

4200 Dirk.sen Building 
11:00 a.m. 

Veterans Affairs 
Business meeting, to markup S. 2379, re

quiring veterans to pay a funding fee 
on guaranteed home loans and certain 
provisions of S. 2378, proposed Veter
ans' Disability Compensation and Sur
vivors' Benefits Amendments, relating 
to cost-saving improvements in veter
ans' programs, and other related meas-
ures. 

412 Russell Building 

2:00 p.m. 
Judiciary 

To hold hearings on pending nomina
tions. 

2228 Dirk.sen Building 

JUNE 17 

9:00 a.m. 
Select on Indian Affairs 

To hold hearings on S . 1735, providing 
for the use and distribution of funds 
awarded the Pembina Chippewa Indi
ans in specified dockets of the U.S. 
Court of Claims. 

5110 Dirk.sen Building 

Office of Technology Assessment 
The Board, to hold a general business 

meeting. 
EF-100, Capitol 

10:00 a.m. 
•commerce, Science, and Transportation 
Communications Subcommittee 

To resume hearings on S. 2469, provid
ing for improved international tele
communications. 

235 Russell Building 

Environment and Public W ork.s 
Business meeting, to consider pending 

calendar business. 
4200 Dirksen Building 

Governmental Affairs 
To hold hearings on S. 1562, proposed 

Arctic Research and Policy Act of 
1981. 

3302 Dirk.sen Building 
2:00 p.m. 

*Energy and Natural Resources 
Energy Research and Development Sub

committee 
To hold oversight hearings on the urani

um enrichment program of the De
partment of Energy. 

3110 Dirk.sen Building 

JUNE 18 

2:00 p.m. 
Finance 
Taxation and Debt Management Subcom

mittee 
To hold hearings on miscellaneous tax 

measures, S. 2012, S. 2015, S. 2092, S. 
2113, S. 2176, S. 2321, S. 2413, and sec
tion 127 of the Economic Recovery Act 
of 1981. 

2221 Dirksen Building 

' 
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JUNE 21 

10:30 a.m. 
Judiciary 

To hold hearings on S. 1215, proposed 
Malt Beverage Interbrand Competi
tion Act. 

2228 Dirksen Building 

JUNE 22 
9:00 a.m. 

•Governmental Affairs 
To hold hearings on the annual report 

of the Postmaster General. 
3302 Dirksen Building 

10:00 a.m. 
Energy and Natural Resources 
Water and Power Subcommittee 

To hold hearings on S. 2202, authorizing 
funds through fiscal year 1989 for the 
Colorado River basin salinity control 
program. 

3110 Dirksen Building 

JUNE 23 
9:30 a.m. 

Commerce, Science, and Transportation 
Science, Technology, and Space Subcom

mittee 
To hold oversight hearings on the im

plementation of the National Materi
als and Minerals Policy Act of 1980 
(Public Law 96-479). 

235 Russell Building 
Labor and Human Resources 

To resume oversight hearings on the De
partment of Labor's law enforcement 
programs. 

4232 Dirksen Building 
10:00 a.m. 

Governmental Affairs 
To hold hearings on S. 2562, transfer

ring certain activities of the Depart
ment of Energy to the Department of 
Commerce. 

3302 Dirksen Building 
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Select on Indian Affairs 

To hold oversight hearings on indirect 
cost and contract provisions of the 
Indian Self-Determination and Educa
tion Assistance Act (Public Law 93-
638). 

6226 Dirksen Building 

JUNE 24 
9:30 a.m. 

•veterans Affairs 
To hold oversight hearings to examine 

certain health care services provided 
to older veterans. 

412 Russell Building 
10:00 a.m. 

Environment and Public Works 
Business meeting, to consider pending 

calendar business. 
4200 Dirksen Building 

JUNE 29 
10:00 a.m. 

Governmental Affairs 
To hold oversight hearings on the use of 

competition in the procurement proc
ess of the Department of Defense. 

3302 Dirksen Building 

JULY 1 
10:00 a.m. 

•Labor and Human Resources 
Education, Arts, and Humanities Subcom

mittee 
To hold hearings on S. 2325, authorizing 

funds for Federal vocational and adult 
education programs, and to provide for 
State and local occupational assistance 
programs. 

4232 Dirksen Building 

JULY 13 
9:30 a.m. 

Veterans Affairs 
To hold hearings on S. 2378, increasing 

the rates of disability compensation 
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for disabled veterans, increasing the 
rates of dependency and indemnity 
compensation for surviving spouses 
and children of veterans, discontinu
ing duplicative payments to certain 
veterans, increasing the level of dis
ability required for the payment of de
pendent's allowances, and providing 
for cost-saving improvements in veter
ans' programs. 

412 Russell Building 

Select on Indian Affairs 
To hold hearings on S. 1795, providing 

for the transfer of certain lands in Ari
zona between the Hopi and Navajo 
Indian Tribes. 

457 Russell Building 

JULY 28 

9:30 a.m. 
Veterans Affairs 

To hold hearings to clarify certain pro
visions relating to veterans' employ
ment programs. 

412 Russell Building 

AUGUST 12 

9:30 a.m. 
•veterans Affairs 

Business meeting, to mark up S. 2378, 
proposed veterans' disability compen
sation and survivors' benefits amend
ments. 

412 Russell Building 

SEPTEMBER 21 

10:30 a.m. 
Veterans Affairs 

To hold hearings to receive American 
Legion Legislative recommendations 
for fiscal year 1983. 

318 Russell Building 
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