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PREVENTING THE SPREAD OF 
NUCLEAR WEAPONS 

HON. BILL RICHARDSON 
OF NEW MEXICO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, February 2, 1983 

e Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Speaker, I 
wish to bring to the attention of my 
colleagues an article on nonprolifera
tion by J. M. de Montmollin, a distin
guished New Mexico scientist. 

In his article, which follows, Mr. de 
Montmollin talks about a new ap
proach to U.S. nonproliferation poli
cies. I strongly recommend a careful 
review of what Mr. de Montmollin has 
to say. 

The article follows: 
NONPROLIFERATION POLICY: THE NEED FOR A 

FRESH APPROACH 

Ever since 1945 the spectre of nuclear 
weapons has loomed in the American con
sciousness. Progress in applying nuclear 
energy to peaceful uses has been haunted 
by ever-present fears of nuclear war. Yet, 
the vast potential of nuclear energy drives 
the world relentlessly to seek benefits in 
spite of the attendant dangers. We cannot 
deny the benefits, nor can we forget the 
dangers; all we can hope to do is to curb the 
growth of nuclear weapons and strengthen 
the barriers that we have erected to keep 
peaceful uses separate. 

The two aspects of nuclear-weapons con
trol-in jargon terms horizontal and vertical 
proliferation-are generally separate policy 
issues. although they interact in important 
ways. Here we address only one aspect of 
the former: how to keep the peaceful use of 
nuclear energy from increasing the risk that 
additional countries will acquire nuclear 
weapons. That problem has been a principal 
concern of U.S. policy since the beginning, 
with major shifts in approach at two points 
in the long history. The first was in 1953, 
when we abandoned the policy of secrecy 
and denial, turning to peaceful-use commit
ments verified by safeguards. The last shift, 
following the 1974 Indian explosion, was a 
return to a heavy emphasis on denial. It re
sulted from the sincere and dedicated ef
forts of individuals in Congress who have 
specialized on this issue, supported by ac
tions taken by the Nixon and Ford Adminis
trations, and especially by President Carter. 
The effect has been a pronounced shift in 
the strategy for the control of proliferation, 
supported by a cohesive group of policymak
ers who have made it their specialty, and 
which has led to a body of conventional 
wisdom that is seldom questioned as to its 
underlying premises. The Reagan policy dif
fers only marginally from the policy that 
has prevailed since 1974, mainly with regard 
to U.S. reprocessing and the selective appli
cation of the NNP A. 

Unfortunately, those premises are faulty, 
and the policy is ineffective and even coun
terproductive. There are many who contin
ue to point out the defects, fallacies, and 

misapprehensions of the conventional 
wisdom embodied in the policy. However, 
these are too often rearguard tactical skir
mishes by those who are perceived to have 
special interests at stake. Those in Congress 
who have shown a continuing interest in 
controlling horizontal proliferation all hold 
similar views, they have an active constitu
ency, and they have taken such strong and 
long-standing positions that their views are 
difficult to change. The country is thereby 
denied the benefit of healthy debate on this 
crucial issue. Meanwhile, the prospects for 
controlling the spread of nuclear weapons 
continue to diminish, in large part because 
of the lack of positive world leadership by 
the United States, as well as the effects of 
U.S. policy that are actually counterproduc
tive. 

What is badly needed is an informed coali
tion of sincere and dedicated individual sen
ators and representatives to formulate a 
new bipartisan nonproliferation policy that 
is comprehensive and coherent, and that 
can be debated on equal terms, to provide 
an alternative to the deeply rooted conven
tional wisdom that currently goes without 
effective challenge. The group should in
clude both Democrats and Republicans, so 
as to prevent nonproliferation from becom
ing a partisan issue. New players are needed, 
especially ones who have been active in for
eign relations and arms control, and who 
are not perceived as promoters of nuclear 
energy. 

FALLACIES AND CONTRADICTIONS OF THE 
PRESENT POLICY 

The controversy that has raged over nu
clear power in recent years has polarized po
sitions along ideological lines. Environmen
tal issues, social preferences, ideological 
goals, emotional fears, frustrations over 
technology, ignorance of history and tech
nology, and delusions over U.S. omnipotence 
have all combined to obscure what is a prag
matic, simply stated problem of foreign rela
tions: How to influence countries to do what 
we would like them to do. With regard to 
the acquisition of nuclear weapons by addi
tional states, there are two possible ap
proaches: Persuasion and denial of technical 
capability. The latter is the most certain, 
but only if it can be done. Persuasion de
pends on cooperation, and hence a commu
nity of interests, and not coercion. 

Beginning in 1945, U.S. policy was based 
on denial. Even at that early date it is 
doubtful that denial was effective. We ex
cluded our own Manhattan-project partners, 
but that did not prevent the United King
dom from exploding a device in 1952. The 
Soviet Union did it earlier, in 1949. Whether 
the Soviets were able to accomplish that 
through indpendent effort or with the as
sistance of espionage is irrelevant; the point 
is that the attempted denial failed. Even 
during the Manhattan project, the Canadi
ans and collaborating French scientists were 
excluded in January 1944 from participating 
in fuel-reprocessing development. Neverthe
less, by 1945 they had independently devel
oped their own solvent-extraction process, 4 
years before the present Purex process was 
developed. By 1953 it had become apparent 
that many advanced countries had the tech-

nical potential to produce weapons and that 
many more would in time achieve it, if only 
incidentally in connection with peaceful 
uses of nuclear energy, and that continued 
attempts at denial would only lead to na
tional self-sufficiency, with no means of as
surance that peaceful uses would not be as
sociated with weapon development. 

The only other avenue to reducing the 
risks of horizontal proliferation in connec
tion with peaceful uses is cooperation and 
persuasion: Cooperation in the extension of 
peaceful uses and persuasion to renounce 
nuclear weapons and to accept safeguard 
verification of peaceful uses. Persuasion and 
cooperation are each essential elements: 
Countries must be persuaded that it is in 
their own broader interest to abstain from 
nuclear armament, and that their peaceful 
nuclear activities must be visible so as to 
assure others that they are not a cover for 
military programs. Beyond that, many de
veloping countries must be offered some
thing in return-earlier access to peaceful 
uses-in exchange for formally renouncing 
the latent weapons option and permitting 
safeguards inspection. Each is a substantial 
surrender of national sovereignty that in 
most cases, especially the states of greatest 
concern, will not be made unless there are 
accompanying direct benefits to them. 

The policy of denial is based on the con
tinuing myth that there is a technological 
barrier that prevents most countries from 
reprocessing spent fuel to separate the plu
tonium. There is no "reprocessing secret." 
Any of dozens of countries have long been 
technically capable of separating enough 
plutonium for at least a few weapons. Begin
ning in the late 1950's , techniques for sepa
ration on an industrial scale have been 
widely disseminated. The alleged technical 
barrier has little to do with reprocessing on 
a commercial scale. What makes the latter a 
more difficult technical problem is that it is 
constrained by other factors that have 
nothing to do with production for weapons: 
Commercial profitability, high decontami
nation and recovery factors, waste disposal, 
and regulatory requirements. Reprocessing 
technology was never a barrier to the at
tainment of an explosive capability by any 
of the countries thus far, nor is it a barrier 
to preventing any in the future that are 
otherwise capable. Yet, the NNPA and pro
posed amendments to it put great emphasis 
on denial of technical capability to those 
countries "not possessing reprocessing tech
nology." 

A policy of technology denial, for technol
ogy not specific to weapons, is in violation 
of obligations that we, the principal archi
tect of the Nonproliferation Treaty of 1968, 
undertook at the time. The Federal Repub
lic of Germany signed the Treaty only after 
asking the U.S. for reconfirmation that the 
Treaty would in no way limit access to all 
peaceful uses by nonweapon Parties, includ
ing specifically the use of plutonium fuels. 
They, and others, accepted the Treaty only 
after that understanding was expressly reaf
firmed by the U.S. With the reversion of 
U.S. policy back to denial, beginning in 1974, 
we have tried to impose a revisionist refini
tion of "proliferation" to mean the spread 
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of plutonium peaceful-use technology 
rather than nuclear weapons. It is sympto
matic of the unreality of U.S. nonprolifera
tion policy that we, at the same time, reaf
firm continued support of the NPT while 
legislating requirements that it be unilater
ally abrogated in certain essential terms 
that we solemnly accepted. Such is a conse
quence of the return to a policy of denial, 
long after it had become ineffective and a 
structure of international cooperative ar
rangements had been erected to replace it. 

The myth of U.S. dominance as a supplier, 
the second foundation of current U.S. 
policy, is no more real than the technologi
cal barrier. Many advanced countries, now 
joined by India, Brazil, and Argentina, 
export nuclear materials and equipment. 
The United States had a monopoly only in 
enriched uranium, and only up to about 
1970. By 1981 the U.S. share of exports to 
Western Europe had dropped to 13 percent. 
Projections of plutonium in spent fuel sub
ject to U.S. control under export agree
ments show a steady decline over the next 
15 years, especially with countries not party 
to the NPT. U.S. influence through export 
control, the basis of the strategy legislated 
by the NNP A, is a depleting as well as a de
clining resource. It is depleting because at
tempts to apply it more aggressively result 
in further loss of export markets, with cli
ents considering the United States to be the 
source only of last resort. 

Worst of all, the present policy has con
tributed greatly to the growing controversy 
that threatens the structure of internation
al arrangements upon which everything de
pends. The prospect is that the NPT may 
not survive beyond its expiration in 1995, 
unless there is positive and constructive 
leadership to reverse the present trend. U.S. 
policy is of central importance to that end. 

THE BASIS FOR A NEW POLICY 

A policy based on denial is doomed to fail
ure because the necessary conditions for it 
no longer exist. We must return to a policy 
of cooperation and persuasion, strengthen
ing and extending the structure of interna
tional arrangements that includes the IAEA 
and the NPT. The policy must provide in
centives for increased international interde
pendence in peaceful nuclear activities, and 
disincentives for national self-sufficiency. 
The present policy does just the opposite. 

A characteristic of the world nuclear econ
omy is that it has developed with a large 
degree of interdependence and international 
trade. At the same time, sources of natural 
uranium are widespread, and it is within the 
technical capability of many countries to 
achieve complete nuclear independence, 
using natural-uranium reactors where nec
essary. Self-sufficiency comes at a higher 
economic cost, but security of supply is an 
even more dominant consideration. States 
will be inclined toward greater interdepend
ence for economic reasons, but not at the 
expense of a secure supply of nuclear mate
rials and equipment. 

The present international structure, based 
on the IAEA and NPT, fosters interdepend
ence. Our policy should be to strengthen 
them: Not merely with technical assistance 
and professions of support, but by moves 
with real substance. We must renew our 
commitment under Article IV of the NPT 
by renouncing our revisionist definitions of 
peaceful uses. Our export policy should 
make a sharp distinction between NPT par
ties and nonparties. Our obligations to NPT 
parties in good standing are a commitment 
made when we signed the treaty, and there 
have been no actions by NPT parties that 
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justify our changing them unilaterally. At 
the same time, non-parties to the NPT 
obtain exports from us under more favor
able terms than those sometimes offered by 
the States that are bound by the treaty. 

We should take the lead in extending the 
web of interdependence through such meas
ures as International Plutonium Storage 
and supply assurances, recognizing that any 
international arrangements must offer 
direct benefits to each prospective member 
State. We must work to restore the confi
dence in our good-faith intentions that has 
been badly damaged by our policies since 
1974. We must explore innovative ideas such 
as uranium/plutonium exchange, perhaps 
in connection with plutonium storage, to 
allow all States to recover plutonium values 
without increasing proliferation risks. In 
short, we must reclaim our role of interna
tional leadership, and abandon attempts at 
coercion and denial. 
THE NEED TO CONSIDER A NEW CONGRESSIONAL 

POLICY 

If a reappraisal of US policy is to begin, it 
must be in Congress. The present Adminis
tration, in spite of its criticism of past 
policy, accepts the denial policy without 
questioning its fundamental flaws. It pro
poses only lifting the ban on US reprocess
ing and selective non-enforcement of NNP A. 
In Congress no alternative policy that 
would avoid the faulty premises under 
which we have labored since 1974 has ever 
been formulated and developed as a clearly 
understood alternative. Whatever any Ad
ministration may do, the policy must 
remain consistent over a period of decades, 
commensurate with the lifetime operational 
cycle of nuclear commitments and oper
ations. The responsibility thus falls on Con
gress, to anchor a new policy in some re
vised form of the NNP A that will assure 
both effectiveness and constancy. New ini
tiatives are needed to subject the conven
tional wisdom that obscures present think
ing to open and constructive debate. We are 
badly in need of leadership that will take 
that initiative.• 

A BILL TO MODIFY THE MARINE 
PROTECTION, RESEARCH, AND 
SANCTUARIES ACT 

HON. DON YOUNG 
OF ALASKA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, February 2, 1983 
e Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speak
er, I am introducing today a bill that 
would modify the Marine Protection, 
Research, and Sanctuaries Act of 1972 
by deleting title III of that act. I am 
doing so in order to call attention to a 
law which has the potential to disrupt 
all maritime activities within 200 miles 
of our shores. 

When this act was passed in 1972, 
title III was included to set up a small 
system of marine sanctuaries which 
would be designed to preserve or re
store certain ocean areas for conserva
tion, recreational, ecological, or esthet
ic values. Unfortunately, like many 
other well-intentioned programs, this 
one is showing signs of turning into a 
monster. For example, last year a pri
vate contractor working for the Na-
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tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Ad
ministration proposed the establish
ment of 18 marine sanctuaries off 
Alaska that would have nearly sur
rounded Alaska's coast. Although the 
Alaska proposal was dropped tempo
rarily, NOAA is continuing to work on 
numerous sanctuaries throughout the 
rest of the country. Obviously, instead 
of looking at discrete areas that might 
merit some protection, NOAA is inter
ested in creating a huge new Federal 
enclave, complete with attendant bu
reaucracy. 

Title III of the act will be up for re
authorization this year, so it is appro
priate that the Congress address the 
problems with this program. While I 
am willing to discuss constructive 
amendments, I do not believe that the 
act should be reauthorized without 
amendments and if any attempt is 
made to do so I will push for complete 
termination.• 

RAOUL WALLENBERG-THE LOST 
HERO 

HON. MARIO BIAGGI 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, February 2, 1983 

•Mr. BIAGGI. Mr. Speaker, syndicat
ed columnist George F. Will recently 
wrote an article, entitled "a Question 
for Andropov: Where Is Raoul Wallen
berg?" I wish to join Mr. Will in de
manding a full accounting of the 
Raoul Wallenberg case from new 
Soviet leader Yuri V. Andropov. 

Raoul Wallenberg, often referred to 
as "the lost hero of the Holocaust," 
singlehandedly saved over 100,000 
Hungarian Jews from Nazi death 
squads during World War II. Tragical
ly, this Swedish-born hero was later 
taken prisoner by the Soviet Union in 
1945 and has never been heard from 
again. 

Instead, we have been forced to 
endure what Mr. Will refers to as "a 
long series of tormenting reports" 
about Mr. Wallenberg's fate. At first, 
the Soviet Union denied that Wallen
berg was ever taken prisoner. In 1957, 
the story changed. Soviet Foreign 
Minister Andrei Gromyko admitted 
that Mr. Wallenberg had been impris
oned in the Soviet Union, but that he 
had died of a heart attack in 1947. 

For good reason, the Soviet Union's 
claim that Raoul Wallenberg died long 
ago is viewed with much skepticism. In 
fact, many former Soviet prisoners 
have reported meeting Raoul Wallen
berg in prison well beyond the 1947 
date Soviet officials say he died. A 
report out of Eastern Europe indicates 
that Mr. Wallenberg was alive in a 
Soviet prison hospital near Leningrad 
just 2 years ago. 

In 1981, I joined a number of my 
congressional colleagues in cosponsor-
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ing a law <Public Law 97-54) making 
Raoul Wallenberg an honorary citizen 
of the United States and requesting 
the President to determine his where
abouts and secure his freedom. But, 
unfortunately, there are still no an
swers to the question, where is Raoul 
Wallenberg? I urge my colleagues to 
join me in continuing to press for 
those answers. 

At this time, Mr. Speaker, I wish to 
insert the text of Mr. Will's column 
about "the lost hero of the Holo
caust," Raoul Wallenberg: 
A QUESTION FOR ANDROPOV: WHERE Is RAOUL 

WALLENBERG? 

<By George F. Will> 
The gauze of lies that the Soviet regime 

wraps around reality has never been thick 
enough to muffle this question: Where is 
Raoul Wallenberg? 

Now it is asked again, in the wake of the 
most recent in a long series of tormenting 
reports. A Russian immigrant in Israel says 
that when he was hospitalized in 1972 on 
the way to prison, he met a man who 
"looked Jewish, so I asked who he was. He 
answered in accented Russian that he was 
Swedish and was there because he helped 
the Jews. He said his name was Raoul Wal
lenberg." That occurred a quarter of a cen
tury after 1947, the year the Kremlin says 
Wallenberg died. 

Last May, when tardily releasing docu
ments about the Wallenberg case, a Swedish 
official said, "We are working on the suppo
sition that he is still alive." <Sweden's leth
argy concerning the case-lethargy born of 
cowardice-hardly constitutes "working.") If 
alive, he is 70. It is 38 years since he disap
peared from Hungary into the Soviet Union. 

On Jan. 17, 1945, he was seized by Soviet 
forces that were "liberating" Hungary from 
their former allies, the Nazis. Three weeks 
later he was in the emblematic institution 
of the Soviet regime, Moscow's Lubyanka 
prison. 

At 32, representing neutral Sweden, Wal
lenberg was in Budapest at America's re
quest, working with breathtaking bravery 
and saving scores of thousands of Jews from 
Adolf Eichmann's final chapter of the "final 
solution," the destruction of Hungarian 
Jews. He bought buildings and draped them 
with Swedish flags as diplomatically pro
tected territory. He dressed "Aryan-looking" 
Jewish men in SS uniforms to protect 
Jewish havens. He distributed fake pass
ports, and used sheer audacity to intimidate 
Nazis soldiers into opening the doors of 
cattle cars. Thanks to him, the 120,000 Jews 
in Budapest were the most substantial 
Jewish community surviving in Europe 
when the war ended. 

One certainty is that Andrei Gromyko lied 
in the 1957 memorandum asserting that 
Wallenberg's "sojourn in the Soviet 
Union"-Gromyko's words-ended with a 
heart attack in prison in 1947. This memo
randum came after 12 years of Kremlin de
nials that Wallenberg had ever been in 
Soviet hands. Gromyko cited the evidence 
of two Soviet functionaries, both conven
iently dead, and said the body had been cre
mated-a transparent fabrication, given 
Soviet practices. 

There has been a steady trickle of reports 
about Wallenberg, first from returning 
German prisoners of war, then from re
leased political prisoners and Jewish emi
grants. The reports give dates and places
prisons, cell numbers-that trace a tantaliz-
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ing trail across the years and through the 
gulags. 

For example, in 1961 a Soviet professor of 
medicine told a visiting Swedish physician 
that he had recently examined Wallenberg 
in a "mental hospital." In 1977 a Muscovite 
just released from the gulag called his 
daughter in Israel and mentioned meeting 
in a Moscow prison a Swede "who had 
served 30 years." Two years later the Mus
covite was back in prison because, his wife 
said, he wrote a letter about Wallenberg. 
Sources in Eastern Europe report that in 
1981 Wallenberg was moved to a prison hos
pital near Leningrad. 

Why was he arrested in the first place? 
The Soviet .machinery of brutality operates 
so automatically it leaves little room for, 
and certainly does not require, much mind. 
But Soviet repressors certainly did not want 
brave witnesses to the breaking of Eastern 
Europe. Why was he kept? Perhaps, in part, 
to show contempt for Western disapproval. 
Why did Soviet troops using horses and 
ropes drag away the statue erected to him 
in Budapest in 1948? Because the Kremlin 
disapproved of what he did. 

It is prudent that we insistently ask what 
happened when Wallenberg ended his dance 
of death with the Third Reich and fell into 
the hands of its moral twin. When the 
Soviet Union gets away with such acts-acts 
that are as contemptuous as they are con
temptible-it gets the idea that it can un
leash "yellow rain" and can shoot the pope 
with little to fear from the West's fitful dis
approval. 

Besides, if this case is not America's busi
ness, what is? On Oct. 5, 1981, Wallenberg 
became only the second person <Winston 
Churchill was the first> to be made an hon
orary American citizen. 

Signing the bill conferring this honor, 
President Reagan said "we're going to do ev
erything in our power" to locate Wallen
berg. But we have not done that. So before 
Reagan agrees to meet with Yuri Andropov, 
he should receive an answer, beyond the 
routine mendacities, to this question: Where 
is Raoul Wallenberg? 

STATEMENT 
TELEPHONE 
LATION 

ON PRIVACY OF 
RECORDS LEGIS-

HON. TED WEISS 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, February 2, 1983 
•Mr. WEISS. Mr. Speaker, there 
have been a number of reports that 
the Department of Justice has subpe
naed the telephone toll records of 
newspaper reporters without the 
knowledge or consent of the reporters. 
In no case did it appear that the re
porters or the newspapers were sus
pected of any crime. Even Justice De
partment officials involved in the sub
penas called the Department's actions 
a "misjudgment," "in violation of the 
spirit" of Department regulations, and 
something that the Department "abso
lutely ought not to do." 

After revelation of this activity, the 
Department changed its regulations to 
provide some protection for the news 
media from compulsory process for its 
telephone toll records. While these 
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regulations represent a first step in 
the protection of telephone toll rec
ords, they do not and cannot go far 
enough to protect the privacy of this 
increasingly sensitive category of rec
ords. The regulations offer only a 
modicum of protection for the privacy 
of reporters and offer no protection 
for the privacy of others. The neces
sary protection can only come through 
Federal legislation. 

Americans believe that they have a 
right to conduct their private affairs 
by telephone without fear of Govern
ment surveillance, and we have long 
recognized the need for protection of 
the content of telephone conversa
tions. Telephone toll records can pro
vide information about a citizen's 
social, business, and political contacts 
that can be just as sensitive in many 
cases as the content of the conversa
tions. This is more true today than 
ever before, principally because of the 
extension of usage-sensitive pricing of 
telephone services to local as well as 
long-distance service. This requires the 
recording by the telephone company 
of the number called along with the 
date, time, place, and duration of call. 

In order to protect telephone toll 
records from unwarranted intrusion, I 
am reintroducing the Federal Privacy 
of Telephone Records Act. 

The bill restricts disclosure of an in
dividual's telephone toll records by the 
telephone company. It permits access 
by Government agents only through 
use of a subpena or through an ex 
parte court order. If a subpena is em
ployed to gain access to the records, 
the Government must notify an indi
vidual that it is seeking his records. 
After he is notified, the individual 
may go to court and challenge the re
quest for his records. 

Where the Government believes 
that notice to the individ1:als will 
harm its investigation, it may apply 
for a court order similar to the order 
required to tap a phone. The proce
dures in the bill for access to toll 
records, however, are less restrictive 
than those of the current wiretap stat
utes. In particular, the showing that 
the Government must make to obtain 
an order is one of "reasonable cause" -
a standard less than the "probable 
cause" required for a search warrant 
but more than an allegation, suspicion, 
or mere belief. At the same time, the 
bill's requirements for obtaining aa 
order for telephone records are sub
stantially higher than the showing 
which is required to sustain a subpena 
or similar form of legal process. 

Besides giving an individual the 
right to challenge a subpena for his 
records, the bill establishes civil liabil
ities of its provisions. 

Finally, the bill provides strict limi
tations on the subsequent use and re
disclosure of telephone toll records -Ob
tained by a Government agency, insur-
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ing that the records will not simply 
become information available for gen
eral Government use. 

I urge my colleagues to join me in 
supporting this legislation to protect 
reporters and other citizens from un
necessary Government encroachments 
on their privacy.e 

AN INCENTIVE FOR SAVERS 

HON. WILLIAM LEHMAN 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, February 2, 1983 
e Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. Speaker, I have 
recently introduced legislation, H.R. 
1037, which would permanently in
crease to $500 the amount of dividends 
and interest an individual may exclude 
from gross income on an individual tax 
return. For married persons filing 
jointly, the amount would be $1,000. 
Currently the exclusion is $100, or 
$200 on a joint return. 

My legislation would provide more 
of an incentive to save, particularly 
since the all-savers certificate will no 
longer be available to savers. Although 
in these times of economic hardship it 
is difficult for many people to save, I 
believe that increased savings will 
serve the long-range interests of our 
country. 

More savings means more private 
money for investment, which in turn 
should result in higher productivity. 
The accumulation of funds by savings 
institutions can also lead to the lower
ing of mortgage rates. Families who 
cannot now afford houses because of 
high interest rates would be able to 
enter the housing market. 

The elderly of our society would also 
benefit since they are the ones who 
primarily depend upon their savings 
and dividends to pay for everyday ne
cessities. By increasing the exclusion, 
we would be helping our elderly to sur
vive in these difficult economic times. 

Mr. Speaker, I believe that this legis
lation is not only beneficial to the in
dividual but to our economy as a 
whole. I am confident that my col
leagues will agree with me concerning 
the continued need for savings incen
tives such as I have proposed.• 

LEGISLATION TO FACILITATE 
FISHERIES DEVELOPMENT 

HON. DON YOUNG 
OF ALASKA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, February 2, 1983 
e Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speak
er, I am introducing today a bill which 
will make a very small change in the 
Fishery Conservation and Manage
ment Act which could have a major 
impact on future development of our 
Nation's fishing industry. 
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Under existing law, allocations of 

fishing privileges to foreign nations 
operating in our 200-mile fishery con
servation zone are based on certain cri
teria established by Congress. These 
criteria reflect the need to maintain 
our fisheries resources at optimal 
levels and, more importantly, the need 
to develop our domestic fishing indus
try. Under the "fish and chips" policy 
mandated by the Congress and active
ly pursued by the present administra
tion, allocations to foreign nations are 
granted to the extent that those allo
cations result in benefits to our fishing 
industry. 

Unfortunately, there is one criterion 
that can negate the benefits provided 
by the others. In addition to matters 
affecting our fishing industry, the Sec
retary of State may consider other 
matters as he deems appropriate. 
Thus, when the Government of Japan 
agreed to support the U.S. Govern
ment in a boycott of the Moscow 
Olympic games, Japan received an in
creased allocation in our 200-mile 
zone, even though Japanese fishing 
vessels had the worst record of com
plying with our laws. When Soviet 
forces marched into Afghanistan, 
Soviet fishing privileges were suspend
ed-and remain suspended at this 
time-even though this meant a loss to 
American fishermen. I note that farm
ers can still sell grain to the Soviet 
Union and that equipment is being 
sent to the Soviet Union to build the 
gas pipeline. Only the U.S. fishing in
dustry is forced to suffer. 

My amendment, which is nearly 
identical to one I offered in tee Mer
chant Marine and Fisheries Commit
tee last year, provides that the Secre
tary of State may consider other fish
ery matters as he deems appropriate 
when he is granting fishing privileges. 
In other words, this amendment will 
conform the final criterion to the rest 
of our domestic law governing fisher
ies and especially to the policy man
dated by Congress. 

This will not tie the Secretary's 
hands completely; if he decides not to 
grant any allocations to a foreign 
nation, he has that privilege, although 
I am certain that a refusal to grant an 
allocation will be looked at closely by 
the Congress. However, if an alloca
tion is granted, then the amount of 
that allocation will be based on mat
ters affecting the fisheries, not on ob
scure or controversial policy goals de
veloped by internationalists in the 
State Department or others who 
would trade away our valuable fisher
ies resources for dubious benefits.• 
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THE CASE AGAINST FOREIGN 

AID 

HON. RON PAUL 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, February 2, 1983 
e Mr. PAUL. Mr. Speaker, the follow
ing article by Peter Bauer, renowned 
author and professor of economics at 
the London School of Economics, re
futes the fallacious arguments used to 
justify foreign aid giveaways. Accord
ing to Bauer, the rulers of less devel
oped countries actually have a vested 
interest in preventing development 
and prosperity within their countries, 
since the amount of aid rulers receive 
depends on the poverty of their sub
jects. 

Mr. Bauer's arguments against for
eign aid are concise and persuasive, 
and I present them for consideration 
by my colleagues. The article follows: 

[From Chief Executive, Winter 1982-831 
DOES FOREIGN AID Do ANY Goon? 

<By Peter T. Bauer> 
Americans like to think of themselves as 

idealists. This is why foreign aid advocates 
insist that their policy is to help people who 
help themselves. Americans, notably includ
ing businessmen, think of themselves as 
both humane and realistic. This too has 
long been recognized by the aid lobby, the 
arguments of which have always been 
double-barreled, appealing both to charity 
and to self-interest. Foreign aid breaks the 
vicious cycle of Third World poverty but it 
also promotes exports, keeps Communism at 
bay and rescues the banks from the threat 
of insolvency. 

These ideas should be familiar to readers 
of the New York Times, the Washington 
Post and the network news. They have been 
a leading theme of the Observer, the British 
Sunday newspaper rescued from closure in 
1975 by Robert 0. Anderson, CEO of Atlan
tic Richfield. 

Since President Truman inaugurated de
velopment aid in 1949, the central, core ar
gument of the aid lobby has been that aid is 
both indispensable and insufficient for 
Third World progress; that the Third World 
is desperately poor but craves for economic 
advance and possesses its prerequisites 
except for capital. Professor Paul A. Sam
uelson wrote in 1951: "They <the backward 
nations) cannot get their heads above water 
because their production is so low that they 
can spare nothing for capital formation by 
which their standard of living could be 
raised." In 1981, Dr. Hollis B. Chenery said: 
"Foreign aid is the central component of 
world development." 

How many CEOs would persist in giving 
money to materially unsuccessful and un
ambitious people on the grounds that the 
handouts are helpful or even necessary for 
the recipient's progress? Yet for decades 
now leaders of American industry have en
dorsed a policy the central argument for 
which they would not countenance for a 
moment as guide to their own actions. How 
has this come about? 

Foreign aid is the transfer of Western tax
payers' money to distant foreign govern
ments and the official international organi
zations. It has been a major accomplish-
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ment of the aid lobby to secure the term 
"aid" for these transfers. From modest be
ginning soon after World War II, the for
eign aid lobby has grown into one of the 
most powerful pressure groups in the world, 
perhaps the most powerful. It now com
prises the international organizations, one 
or more government departments in every 
Western country, articulate export interest, 
international banks, academics, media men, 
churchmen, and associated professional and 
professional humanitarians. 

In some instances the stance of its mem
bers may reflect adjustment to changed cir
cumstances. Thus many churchmen seek a 
new role for themselves in the face of a loss 
of their clientele; like Othello, many clerics 
seem to dread the loss of their occupation 
with its attendant pomp and circumstance, 
and are looking for a second occupation. 
Such attitudes are readily understandable. 
What is much more surprising is that these 
allegations of the aid lobby should have 
been accepted so readily by many business
men and executives in the U.S., a country 
built on successive waves of penniless immi
grants, often with little or no formal educa
tion. 

The most articulate aid advocates depict 
the world as one-third rich, namely the 
West, and two-thirds destitute and stagnant, 
namely the Third World. The world is not 
like this at all. The Third World ranges 
from millions of aborigines, pygmies and 
tribal people to the OPEC countries and to 
prosperous and rapidly advancing societies 
where many people employ sophisticated 
technologies and advanced business meth
ods, most obviously in the Far East <South 
Korea, Taiwan, Hong Kong, Malaysia, 
Singapore> and in Latin America <Mexico, 
Venezuela, Brazil, Colombia>. The Third 
World is not, and never was, caught in a vi
cious circle of poverty and stagnation. Nor 
are its peoples separated from the West by a 
wide or widening gap in incomes and living 
standards. 

The aid lobby suggests that the world has 
somehow been created in two parts. There is 
a prosperous developed world with a ready
made infrastructure of railways, roads, utili
ties, ports and with advanced health, educa
tion and clean water; and another part 
which the creator neglected to endow with 
these benefits. Reference to Genesis and to 
other up-to-date but also readily accessible 
sources, makes it clear that this is not how 
things have happened. 

The linchpin of the advocacy of foreign 
aid that external handouts are necessary for 
emergence from poverty is palpably untrue. 
If it were true, originally very poor individ
uals, societies and countries could not have 
progressed from backwardness and penury 
to comfort and prosperity without such 
doles. Yet they have done so in the distant 
as well as in the recent past in the West and 
in the Third World. If foreign aid were nec
essary for development there would be no 
developed countries today; indeed, the world 
would still be in the Stone Age. Much of the 
Third World progressed extremely rapidly 
in the 19th and 20th centuries long before 
foreign aid was invented, notably in South
east Asia, much of the Middle East, Africa 
and Latin America. In many of these areas 
hundreds of thousands of originally ex
tremely poor immigrants advanced from 
destitution to prosperity within a few dec
ades-the Chinese of Southeast Asia being 
perhaps the most striking instance. 

Economic achievement depends on people, 
including governments. It depends on man, 
his culture and his political arrangements. 
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Peoples' aptitudes, attitudes, motivations, 
mores and the policies of their governments 
also count. They do not depend on external 
doles. No country or society ever required 
foreign aid for its development. This is as 
true in the Third World today as it was in 
the West. 

These basic factors of economic perform
ance have brought about the recent rapid 
advance in Far Eastern countries, where in
dustry is so competitive in Western markets. 
For instance, practically every Western 
country imposes severe restrictions against 
unsubsidized imports from Hong Kong, an 
extremely densely populated very distant 
Asian country which is totally without natu
ral resources. 

The market system and private enterprise, 
both foreign and domestic, have been the 
prime agents of Third World progress. In 
less developed countries Odes> huge indus
tries such as petroleum, copper, tin, sugar, 
rubber, tea, textiles and engineering were 
pioneered and developed by corporations 
and merchant firms, often in difficult and 
unpropitious conditions. The plantation 
rubber industry established and developed 
long before foreign aid, provides an instruc
tive example. 

There are now millions of acres of rubber 
in Southeast Asia. Before the end of the 
19th century there was not a single rubber 
tree in Asia. Local labor in Southeast Asia 
was extremely scarce. But it was possible to 
attract many hundreds of thousands of 
workers from India and China. There was 
little local capital but enterprising trading 
companies found capital in the West to fi
nance the opening up and equipping of es
tates, and for the recruiting of managers 
and workers to operate these properties. 
The activities of these trading companies 
were soon followed by those of Chinese 
traders who brought rubber estates and con
sumer goods to thousands of small land
holders which enabled and encouraged the 
rural population to plant rubber. 

The owners and managers of the enter
prises made their decisions in the light of 
actual and prospective market conditions 
for the product, for labor costs and their as
sessment of government policies and techni
cal conditions. In other words, they were 
guided by considerations not all that differ
ent from those behind the decisions of 
CEOs in the U.S. decisions of this kind, not 
foreign aid, transformed the conditions of 
millions of people in Southeast Asia and 
elsewhere in the Third World. 

Foreign aid is thus evidently not essential 
for development. Indeed it is more likely to 
obstruct it than to promote it. This may 
sound paradoxical since foreign aid repre
sents a net inflow of subsidized or even 
gratis resources. It is nevertheless true. 

When the prerequisites of economic 
progress are present the necessary funds 
will be generated locally, or can be borrowed 
abroad. When they are not present, develop
ment aid is ineffective and therefore wasted. 
There is no way out of this dilemma. 

The absolute maximum contribution of 
aid to development is therefore the avoided 
cost of borrowing <amortization and inter
est> as a percentage of gross domestic prod
uct. For large aid recipients this is negligi
ble, a fraction of 1 percent of gross domestic 
product at most. The maximum benefit for 
development is thus a tiny reduction in the 
cost of investible funds. Moreover, the 
volume of these funds is not a crucial deter
minant of development; it is more nearly an 
effect rather than a cause of material 
progress. 
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This tiny maximum benefit is likely to be 

far more than offset by a long list of ad
verse repercussions that affect the basic de
terminants of development, such as political 
arrangements and the direction of people's 
activities. The most important of these ad
verse repercussions is the effect aid has in 
reinforcing the politicization of life in the 
Third World. Aid goes to governments and 
increases their resources relative to the pri
vate sector. It increases the money and pa
tronage of the rulers. By increasing the 
prizes of political power it intensifies the 
struggle for them, thereby exacerbating 
conflict, especially so in multi-racial and 
multi-cultural societies such as those of 
many less developed countries. These re
sults in turn divert attention and energy 
from productive economic activity to the po
litical arena. 

There are other adverse effects, almost all 
of which derive from the fact that the re
cipients are governments and not the popu
lation at large. The adverse repercussions 
are set up by amounts of money which are a 
small percentage of gross domestic product, 
but are a significant proportion of govern
ment revenue and foreign exchange earn
ings. 

These various considerations refute the 
idea that aid, even if it does not do much 
good, can at least never do any harm. They 
explain why aid has never been necessary 
for development anywhere. They explain 
further the plight of many aid recipient 
governments after decades of aid, and the 
difficulties, or the outright inability, of 
many recipient governments to service their 
debts, including soft loans. 

What about relief of Third World pover
ty? This declared objective of aid differs al
together from development, in the same 
way as alms to a beggar, or help to a cripple, 
differ from scholarships to promising 
youngsters or loans to start up a business. 
In fact, official aid has nothing to do with 
relief of poverty, distress or starvation. Aid 
does not go to the skeletal figures and pot 
bellied children so familiar in aid propagan
da. 

Aid goes to the rulers. In the Third World 
few of them are much concerned with the 
poorest. That this is so is clear from their 
lavish spending on the most varied prestige 
items such as uneconomic industries, petro
chemical complexes, steel works, state air
lines, satellite communications and nuclear 
projects. These activities financed by aid di
rectly or at one remove, often represent a 
net drain on local resources and have to be 
subsidized by local taxes, including levies on 
the poor. The construction of vastly expen
sive and brand new capitals is instructive: 
Brasilia, Islamabad, Lilongwe in Malawi, 
and more recently Dodoma in Tanzania and 
Abuja in Nigeria. The cost of Abuja to be 
built from scratch in the Nigerian bush is 
now estimated at $20 billion. A dispatch in 
the London Times, December 23, 1981, pre
sented a graphic account of the hopeless sit
uation in Dodoma, another city being con
structed from scratch in the bush, and on 
which some $17 million have already been 
spent. The best hope is that if President 
Nyerere "steps down, the idea may be quiet
ly folded away." The dispatch quotes an 
Australian aid official, who is the business 
manager of the project: "We cannot get 
enough cement, enough steel, enough diesel 
to run the trucks. But it is not only a ques
tion of financial resources and building ma
terials, the country basically does not have 
enough skilled people to properly run the 
place." Tanzania is one of the poorest coun-
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tries in Africa. How do its poor benefit from 
such extravagance? 

Quite apart from their spending patterns, 
the policies of major aid recipients directly 
aggravate the lot of the poorest by the sup
pression of private trade <as in many Afri
can countries>; persecution and even expul
sion of the most productive groups Cthe Chi
nese in Vietnam and elsewhere in Southeast 
Asia, Asians in East Africa); forced collec
tivization <e.g. Tanzania). Apart from the 
suffering of the immediate victims, such 
policies exacerbate poverty, and may cause 
famines by undermining or even destroying 
the exchange economy. 

Dr. Nyerere is a special favorite of West
ern donors. Besides enforced collectiviza
tion, he has herded millions of people into 
so-called collectivization villages. The World 
Bank's Dr. W. D. Hopper has noted some re
sults of these policies and the relation of 
foreign aid to them. " As long as food aid Cor 
long-term loans for food purchases> is sup
plied to Tanzania by the industrial nations, 
t he social experiment will continue." 

There are many instances in which West
ern aid has made it easier for governments 
to pursue policies directly impoverishing 
t heir people. Indeed to give money to rulers 
on the basis of the poverty of their subjects 
can easily encourage policies of impoverish
ment. 

So much for aid as relief of poverty. 
There are three arguments for aid which 

are aimed directly at businessmen, particu
larly chief executive officers. 

According to the firs t of these, aid bene
fits the donor countries by promoting ex
ports, and therefore activity and employ
ment. Some exporters may indeed benefit if 
aid recipients buy their products. But ex
ports bought with aid, i.e. , taxpayers' 
money, are in effect given away. A corpora
t ion does not prosper by giving away its 
money in the hope that the beneficiaries 
will spend some of it on its products. Nor 
does a burglary benefit a store even if some 
of the loot is spent in it. If more govern
ment spending can boost the economy, the 
appropriate course is to spend more at 
home. 

The second argument is that foreign aid is 
necessary to contain the spread of Commu
nism and to keep the Third World out of 
the Soviet orbit. But aid does not promote 
prosperity in the Third World. And in any 
case the appeal of Communism does not 
depend on the level of income-witness the 
large Communist parties in France and 
northern Italy. Nor is aid generally helpful 
to American and Western political strategy. 
About one-third of Western aid goes 
t hrough the international organizations. In 
distributing this aid they are not permitted 
to consider the political interests of the 
Western donors even if they wish to do so, 
which is doubtful. In practice, the political 
interests of the West are rarely served by 
direct government to government aid either. 
Much of this aid goes to countries of no po
litical and military significance. Many re
cipients are openly hostile to the U.S., as 
evidenced for instance by their record in the 
United Nations and at other international 
gatherings. And as an organized and articu
late group, the Third World is always hos
tile to the West, even though as a group it is 
a progeny of Wes tern aid. 

It is now urged that further aid is re
quired to prevent large scale default by 
Third World countries on their debts to the 
international banks, which would allegedly 
much damage the financial system. 

In fact, the involvement of the banks, es
pecially the U.S. banks, in the Third World 
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is relatively modest and most of it is in com
paratively prosperous Latin American coun
tries. Even if it were much larger it is cer
tainly questionable whether taxpayers ' 
money should be used to bail out the large 
international banks. 

Finally, if such a bail out were necessary, 
it should clearly take the form of a direct 
rescue operation of the banks, and not that 
of further subsidies to their debtors, who 
may not even use these subsidies to service 
their debts. 

This particular argument is but the latest 
version of the advocacy of foreign aid. Many 
more can be confidently expected to follow. 

Many U.S. businessmen think that U.S. 
aid is so small in relation both to gross do
mestic product and to total government 
spending that the issue is not worth bother
ing about. They are mistaken. To begin 
with, U.S. aid has often been a significant 
proportion both of the federal deficit and of 
the U.S. current account, including periods 
such as 1977-78 when the weakness of the 
dollar exacerbated the problem. 

Finally, there is yet a much more impor
tant result. It is official foreign aid which 
has brought about the Third World as a 
pressure group. In practice, the Third 
World is the aggregate of countries the gov
ernments of which, with few exceptions, 
demand and receive Western aid. This is the 
only unifying and common characteristic of 
the utterly diverse, and often mutually an
tagonistic or even openly hostile countries 
of Asia, Africa and Latin America which 
have come to be lumped together first as 
the underdeveloped world, and now as the 
Third World or the South. By creating this 
otherwise spurious collectivity, foreign aid 
has been responsible for the so-called 
North-South conflict or confrontation. For
eign aid is thus the source of this conflict, 
not its resolution. 

Like most other people, CEOs do not want 
to appear hard-nosed, lacking in compas
sion. What should be their stance toward 
foreign aid? 

They should take a much more critical at
titude toward these transfers. Foreign aid at 
best can do little or nothing either for Third 
World development or for relief of poverty 
there; and in practice it can do and has done 
much damage. CEOs should therefore dis
pute the claims of aid advocates and guilt 
merchants that they have a monopoly on 
compassion, and that those who disagree 
with this are ignorant backwoodsmen. 

U.S. businessmen can contribute most to 
Third World development by working 
toward a reduction of the often severe trade 
barriers against Third World exports. Im
porters might be more effective in pressing 
for a reduction of trade barriers if they in
sisted that their activities served not only 
their own interests and those of U.S. con
sumers, but represented also the most effec
tive Western contribution to Third World 
advance. 

Relief of acute poverty and distress in the 
Third World is best left to voluntary agen
cies, notably nonpolitical charities. Their 
work is far more likely to relieve persistent 
distress than can official aid. This word is 
also far more in the spirit and tradition of 
Americans' concern for their fellow man. 

This stance accords with common sense, 
with the interests of most businessmen, and 
with traditional American attitudes both to 
self help and to charity. But it is not an 
easy one to maintain in the face of the for
midable interest groups behind foreign aid, 
and the climate of opinion these have cre
ated. But the effort may be worth a try.e 
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THE EXILE OF KIM DAE JUNG 

HON. JAMES L. OBERSTAR 
OF MINNESOTA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, February 2, 1983 
e Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, 
during the past several years, many of 
the Members of this House and I have 
served on the Committee To Free Kim 
Dae Jung. 

We joined this committee because of 
our deep concern for the personal 
well-being of Mr. Kim as well as the 
future of United States-Korean rela
tions. 

The release of Mr. Kim just before 
Christmas was very welcome. Two 
years ago, our committee, church lead
ers, and human rights activists 
throughout the world worked to save 
Mr. Kim's life. 

While I am tremendously relieved at 
the decision of the government of 
Chun Doo Hwan to release Mr. Kim, 
we cannot forget that government's 
treatment of Mr. Kim and the deplor
able record of human rights violations 
symbolized by that treatment. 

I would like to share with my col
leagues a perceptive analysis of Mr. 
Kim's case written by Mr. Donald L. 
Ranard, Director of the Center for 
International Policy in Washington. I 
urge my colleagues to consider impli
cations for the future of U.S. policy 
with respect to South Korea. 
[From the Los Angeles Times, Dec. 24, 19821 

HUMAN RIGHTS, SOUTH KOREAN STYLE 

RELEASE OF DISSIDENT KIM DAE JUNG HARDLY 
QUALIFIES AS JUSTICE 

<By Donald L. Ranard) 
With the arrival of Kim Dae Jung in the 

United States, a sad chapter in the life fo 
South Korea's most prominent dissident has 
ended. For almost 10 years, Kim has been 
the vicitim of perhaps the worst persecution 
seen outside the communist world. His case 
has been the rallying point in both South 
Korea and the United States for those con
cerned about democracy in the "land of the 
morning calm." 

Kidnaped by the South Korean Central 
Intelligence Agency in 1973, Kim was first 
placed under strict house arrest, then ter
rorized, imprisoned, hospitalized, freed, re
imprisoned, tried on fraudulent charges and 
sentenced to death. Subsequently, his sen
tence was commuted to life, then reduced to 
20 years, and now he has been released. 

These bizarre developments best summa
rize the capricious status of justice and due 
process of law in a country that the United 
States supports with all-out military aid in 
an effort to develop stability and security in 
the Pacific. 

The State Department believes that Kim's 
release signals "an important contribution 
to political harmony in Korea." Certainly, 
Kim's freedom must be greeted with relief, 
and some hope that his agony is over. But, 
although Kim is no doubt physically safer 
in the United States than in South Korea, 
the decision to free him raises as many 
questions for the future as it answers. The 
most important, of course, is whether, as 
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our State Department seems to believe, his 
release will in fact contribute to South 
Korea's internal stability. The likelihood is 
that it will not. 

To begin with, the South Korean action 
was taken in an atmosphere of increasing 
bitterness that shows little hope of subsid
ing without fundamental changes in how 
the government treats dissidents and, more 
important, the root causes of that dissi
dence. Human rights in South Korea-as 
measured by freedom of the press, universi
ties, labor unions and the church-are as re
stricted as ever. While there is hope that 
Kim's release will also lead to the freedom 
of others, more than 400 political prisoners 
are still in jail. Most critics consider the 
status of human dignity in South Korea 
today under Gen. Chun Doo Hwan worse 
than it was under Syngman Rhee, whose 
presidency terminated with civil revolt, or 
under the notorious late Gen. Park Chung 
Hee, whose oppressive rule finally resulted 
in his assassination. 

Adding to the tension between the govern
ment and those who seek liberalization is 
the way Kim's release has been handled. Ac
cording to press reports from Seoul, Kim 
was released to a hospital and given one 
week's notice to leave the country with his 
family. If so, he is being booted out by the 
South Korean government, presumably in 
the hope that it will be rid of a thorn in its 
side. To be sure, Seoul has put a better face 
on it, claiming that the decision is based on 
"President Chun's humanitarian concerns 
and on a desire to promote a sense of na
tional unity." It will not. Kim will undoubt
edly continue speaking out for democratiza
tion, using Washington as his platform, as 
he did courageously in Seoul. So the con
frontation will continue. 

Regrettably, there are continuing implica
tions for the United States in Chun's so
called humanitarian gesture. Two years ago, 
the Reagan Administration took credit for 
the commutation of Kim's death sentence 
through an exchange that brought Chun to 
Washington on a state visit. Subsequently, 
that deal backfired. The American Cultural 
Center in Pusan was sacked, the American 
flag was burned and other unprecedented 
acts of anti-Americanism were committed by 
South Korean students, who saw the visit as 
an example of U.S. support of a ruthless 
leader. The students see Chun as inextrica
bly linked to the bloody suppression in May, 
1980, of a rebellion in Kwangju responded 
with a savagery unparalleled since the 
Korean War. 

Now our State Department has approved 
Kim's visit ostensibly for "continuing medi
cal treatment." But, in doing so while know
ing that Kim is in fact being deported, our 
State Department could be open to further 
criticism as an accessory to Kim's exile. 

Although it is difficult for Washington to 
extricate itself from a dilemma that past in
sensitivities have brought about, the U.S. 
government should respond compassionate
ly. After almost 10 years of uninterrupted 
harassment, Kim needs medical care. At the 
least, we can afford to provide him with 
treatment at a government hospital. This 
would be a generous act, not without prece
dent or symbolism, for this friend who, had 
it not been for the fraudulent election of 
1971, would have become president of South 
Korea. 

Kim's freedom will be hailed as a victory 
for quiet diplomacy. Certainly prodding by 
Washington helped. But. without the active 
and vocal support by American church lead
ers, human-rights activitis on both sides of 
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the Pacific, congressional hearings and the 
press <notably the Japanese press), Kim's 
fate would long ago have been sealed.• 

DISABILITY INSURANCE FOR 
THE BLIND 

HON. WILLIAM LEHMAN 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, February 2, 1983 

• Mr. LEHMAN of Florida. Mr. 
Speaker, on January 27, I reintro
duced legislation that would liberalize 
disability benefits for the blind. This 
bill, H.R. 1039, would permit a blind 
person who has worked six quarters in 
social security-covered employment to 
qualify for disability benefits as long 
as the blindness lasts. Under present 
law, benefits are cut off when earnings 
reach $550 a month. 

There are several reasons why the 
Congress should liberalize the eligibil
ity requirements for blind persons, 
even at a time when the budget-cut
ters look to entitlement programs as 
prime areas for trimming costs. 

First, reducing the work require
ment to six quarters recognizes the 
difficulty that blind persons have get
ting hired in the first place. Because 
they are usually the last hired and the 
first fired, many are not able to ac
quire the necessary quarters of cover
age. 

Second, current law discourages 
many blind people from even seeking 
employment. Those who have man
aged to qualify for disability benefits 
are afraid to take jobs. The risk of 
losing the benefits is too great when 
compared to the low wages and lack of 
job security they would have back in 
the work force. 

Third, we must keep in mind the 
added economic burden the blind are 
forced to bear. Because of employers' 
reluctance to give them more responsi
ble and better paying jobs, the earn
ings of blind people are usually quite 
low. The blind must also bear the costs 
of hiring readers and drivers, or 
buying special equipment to enable 
them to fully participate in modern so
ciety. 

Finally, in addressing the costs of 
liberalizing disability benefits for the 
blind, we should keep in mind that a 
considerable burden would be lifted 
from the supplemental security 
income <SSI> program. The National 
Federation of the Blind has estimated 
that as many as 75,000 persons would 
leave the SSI rolls. Given the incen
tive to find work, many blind persons 
will no longer be dependent on welfare 
and instead will contribute to our Na
tion's economy. I am confident that 
much of the cost of this legislation 
will be made up in reduced SSI ex
penditures and increased revenues 
through income and social security 
taxes. 
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Similar legislation was first offered 

in the 88th Congress by Senator 
Hubert Humphrey. It passed the 
Senate several times since then, but 
has failed to gain approval by both 
Houses. The reasons for adopting this 
legislation have remained valid 
throughout the past two decades. We 
need to encourage people to work and 
we need to recognize the unique cir
cumstances facing the blind in the 
workplace. 

Over the years, some progress has 
been made, but we have stopped short 
of enacting this most effective way to 
create real economic opportunities for 
the blind. I urge my colleagues to care
fully examine this legislation and re
spond to the needs of the blind by sup
porting H.R. 1039.e 

MAKING DETERRENCE WORK 

HON. MICKEY EDWARDS 
OF OKLAHOMA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, February 2, 1983 

e Mr. EDWARDS of Oklahoma. Mr. 
Speaker, we have heard a great deal 
about the morality of the nuclear 
freeze movement. Many leading cler
gymen have supported the nuclear 
freeze on the grounds that the United 
States is morally responsible to end 
the nuclear arms race. 

All of us in this Chamber would 
agree that nuclear weapons are a terri
ble thing, and that we should make 
every effort to eliminate them from 
the face of the Earth. But what moral
ity is there in disarming ourselves 
before an enemy intent on destroying 
us? 

I recommend to my colleagues the 
following remarks by Michael Novak. 
They appeared in the November 1982 
issue of Catholicism in Crisis. 

MAKING DETERRENCE WORK 

<By Michael Novak> 
The effort by the National Conference of 

Catholic Bishops to go into strategic specif
ics on questions of nuclear war may have 
consequences far different from those the 
bishops intend. It is not always those who 
cry "Peace, peace!" who actually bring 
peace. The opposite has frequently been the 
case. 

The second draft of the statement pre
pared by the bishops <October 1982) is very 
long, and searching objections to it cry out 
to be made on nearly every page. 

I cannot be certain that my own vision of 
reality is correct. Yet if it is, then this draft 
statement moves the world very close to 
war. That is not its motive, clearly. But it 
may well be its effect. 

This judgment is based on two main stra
tegic considerations. The first concerns the 
deterrence of conventional warfare in 
Europe over the next twenty years. The 
second concerns the deterrence of a Soviet 
ballistic missile attack on the United States. 

I. On the first point, the bishops claim it 
is immoral to deter attacks even by over
whelmingly superior Soviet forces upon 
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Western Europe with a <tactical) nuclear de
terrent. They may have forgotten that in 
World War I , 15 million Europeans died in 
conventional warfare. In World War II, 51 
million Europeans died. Since that time con
ventional warfare has increased in horror. 
<The largest conventional explosives are 
now more destructive than the smaller nu
clear weapons.> Conventional warfare in 
Western Europe almost certainly means 
terror and destruction far in excess of that 
of World War II. Some estimate 100 million 
dead. 

Scores of conventional wars have broken 
out since World War II. Leaders do not 
seem to fear conventional warfare, as they 
properly fear nuclear war. The absence of a 
nuclear deterrent against Soviet convention
al forces in Europe may, sooner or later, 
bring on a holocaust of a conventional war. 

The bishops' current draft is abstract and 
rational. It overlooks probable real occur
rences. Imagine three conditions: < 1 > the 
U.S.S.R. offers West Germany the prospect 
of unification with East Germany, and suc
ceeds in getting German voters to weaken 
NATO; <2> in frustration, U.S. voters 
demand withdrawal of U.S. support from 
NATO; (3 ) an economic and political crisis 
in the U.S.S.R.-perhaps during the strug
gle of succession-tempts the more militant 
Soviet faction to seize the opportunity to 
take Berlin and invade West Germany. An
other great European war could break out 
before this century's end. 

Current NATO strategy is defensive. <The 
configuration of Soviet forces is offensive. 
The Soviets need no defensive preparations. 
The West lacks airplanes, tanks, and troops 
offensively armed.) It contemplates surren
der of perhaps one-third of Germany before 
being able to halt a Soviet advance. A fur
ther Soviet breakthrough might evoke panic 
in Europe. The clamor for a tactical nuclear 
response against Soviet rear elements would 
be acute. As the bishops do note, nuclear 
war is most likely to erupt from convention
al war. The absence of European nuclear de
terrent inay, in this way, precipitate the 
very nuclear war the bishops desire to pre
vent. 

Much depends on how the bishops under
stand Soviet reality. The present draft in
terprets Soviet necessities and imperative 
far less cynically than it interprets U.S. gov
ernment actions. The bishops are making a 
bet on Soviet peacefulness and reasonable
ness. Many have lost that bet. 

The London Economist (July 31 and Octo
ber 30) has been far more clear sighted on 
European security than the U.S. bishops. A 
conventional deterrent, The Economist says, 
does not now exist, but could exist with sig
nificantly higher military spending-but 
only if a nuclear deterrent is kept in work
ing order, too. 

II. On strategic weapons, further, the U.S. 
bishops have either made a semantic mis
take or cut the heart out of nuclear deter
rence. They argue that a deterrent is moral
ly permissible, but only if one never intends 
or threatens to use it. Nuclear weapons they 
say-may never be used (in any of the most 
likely cirumstances of use>. Possibly this is a 
semantic mistake. Perhaps the bishops 
mean by intention and threat words or 
thoughts only. In an architectonic system of 
readiness, however, there is another sort of 
intention and threat far more credible than 
mind-reading. Readiness itself is the only 
real intention, the only real threat, which a 
distant adversary can take seriously. Adver
saries ignore words. 

But if the bishops intend to produce an 
empty shell of deterrence-a set of weapons 
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manned by persons who are pledged never 
to use them-they do invite a daring oppo
nent to call the bluff. Deterrence is primari
ly a commitment of will. Erode the moral 
will and deterrence is no more than useless 
missiles rusting in the ground or under 
water. Under such conditions, uncertainty is 
bound to grow. Probes are far more likely to 
occur-perhaps only a single salvo, destroy
ing <say) Minneapolis, meant to force in
stant surrender. A nation with no will to re
spond will not respond. 

Not at first, perhaps, but over a decade or 
more, such teaching by the Catholic bishops 
will make Catholic political leaders and mili
tary men suspect, as being, in effect, unreli
able in time of crisis. The Catholic church 
will be acting as a sect. Paul Blanshard 
should have lived to see this hour. 

The point of deterrence is to deter. If 
one's aim is to prevent any use of nuclear 
weapons ever, one cannot begin by saying 
"We won't ever reply against aggressive nu
clear force." This is to surrender in advance. 

The ultimate logic of the bishops' second 
draft is unilateral disarmament. If it is im
moral ever to use a deterrent force, the de
terrent force no longer exists. ·· By its very 
existence, a deterrent force is an intention, 
a threat. Possibly, the bishops mean that 
U.S. leaders should be liars and hypocrites: 
maintaining a bluff. In that case, U.S. policy 
is a lie. If the bishops really mean that a de
terrent cannot be used as a deterrent, they 
are actually demanding unilateral disarma
ment. First, spiritual, moral disarmament. 
Then, the removal of weapons. They avoid 
the policital consequences of this recom
mendation, but by a kind of doubletalk. 
This is casuistry at its worst. 

Nuclear warfare does demand an " entirely 
new" kind of thinking. Those who intend 
nver to use a deterrent force must intend to 
use it, if necessary. Only in this way can a 
deterrent truly deter. Thus, if the bishops 
do approve of deterrence, they must ap
prove of the intention to use it. Only in this 
way is there a chance of nuclear weapons 
never being used. This is one of the para
doxes of nuclear strategy. The successful 
nuclear weapons systems-there have by 
now been three generations of such-are 
those which become obsolete without ever 
having been used. 

Why have the bishops not seen that their 
present position entails unilateral disarm
ament? One presumes that they have not 
forced themselves to face it. The more thor
oughly pacifist among them do grasp the 
logic, however. They celebrate this draft as 
the indispensable pillar of their ultimate 
goal: pacifist surrender before aggression, 
which they hold is to follow the example of 
Christ. <It is one thing for individuals to 
hold this view; another to impose it on a 
pluralist state.) 

Nowhere in the bishops' draft do the bish
ops voice the by now classical Christian ar
guments against pacifism. They list none of 
the Christian reasons for rejecting paci
fism-theological arguments, moral argu
ments, and political arguments. They give 
pacifism a free ride. 

In all arguments there is a "slippery 
slope." This draft gives away the top of that 
slope; the rest is downhill. 

How did the bishops get into this predica
ment? As John Langan, S.J., has recently 
pointed out in The Washington Quarterly, 
they did not do so because a flood-tide of 
theological writing in this area obliged them 
to. Quite the contrary. They have been 
moved by very recent popular opinion. This 
is a dangerous motor force. Everyone desires 
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peace. That is why the Soviets since Lenin 
have always conducted campaigns for 
"Peace" in public opinion as a main force in 
strategic warfare. The popular desire for 
peace is always genuine. To attain peace vis
a-vis the Soviets, however, vigilance in dis
tinguishing false peace from true is always 
necessary. 

The bishops give U.S. governments since 
1968 little or no credit for ceasing to main
tain U.S. nuclear superiority. Secretary 
McNamara froze land-based missiles at 1,054 
in 1968, where still they remain. No new 
U.S. strategic bomber has been built: B-52s, 
which once numbered 1300 are now 316, 
every one of them older than the young 
men who fly them. Total U.S. nuclear mega
tonnage has shrunk by more than half since 
1968; warheads are less numerous, and also 
smaller and more accurate. Polaris subma
rines are becoming obsolete. A break
through in anti-submarine technology could 
make the U.S. submarine fleet-the third 
leg of the triad of deterrence-as vulnerable 
as the first two legs now are. 

Secretary Harold Brown once described 
the U.S. experience with the Soviets: 
" When we build, they build. When we stop 
building, they build." The bishops fail to 
study Soviet arms, their number, their con
figuration, and their intention (discerned 
not by reading minds but by describing the 
correlation and the structure of forces). 

For all these reasons, and many more, the 
bishops are unwittingly leading the U.S. 
down the road, not of peace, but of appease
ment and surrender. They fail to show how 
the U.S. military-on the narrow strategic 
ground the bishops leave them to stand on
can deter Soviet power. It is as if the bish
ops care nothing about an accurate assess
ment of power. Abstractly, their arguments 
make sense. Concretely, concerning the real 
nature of the Soviet Union and the present 
strategic balance, they do not make sense. 

Nor is it sound Christian theology to hold 
that U.S. power comes from God, from 
Christ. Christian faith does not teach us to 
rely on the miraculous. 

If the strategic thinking of the U.S. 
Catholic bishops leads to war-conventional, 
or nuclear, or both-they will have assumed 
responsibility for millions of victims. It will 
be no defense to say they "trusted in God," 
or acted from "faith in Christ." They may 
well think they are acting as "prophets" but 
most who claim in history to be prophets 
are false prophets. The record of bishops in 
worldly affairs is not a happy one. 

It seems a sin, an outrage, to divide the 
Catholic people on strategic considerations. 
Holding to orthodox Catholic faith and a 
profound interior life in these times are dif
ficult enough. The vocation of bishops gives 
them no special authority in temporal mat
ters, particularly not of this type. There is 
more than a hint of clericalism in the ex
pressed desire of the bishops to set them
selves up as strategic thinkers. Their goal is 
to prevent nuclear war. Their method of at
taining this goal is seriously flawed. 

This summer, I have read at least three 
articles on the moral questions of nuclear 
deterrence-by laymen, even non-Catho
lics-far more sophisticated than the bish
ops' draft: the articles in The Economist re
ferred to above; Theodore Draper in The 
New York Review of Books <July 15>; and 
Edward Luttwak in Commentary <August). 
The writings of laymen like James Finn, 
William V. O 'Brien, George Weigel, and 
others seem to me far more perceptive. 

The bishops, of course, must follow their 
consciences. But so must laymen and 
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laywomen. The bishops urged the laity to 
question the policies of their government, 
and of course they not only should do so but 
have long done so, in this democracy. Now 
laymen and laywomen are also in the posi
tion of following their consciences against 
their own bishops-and less on theological 
grounds than on political and military 
grounds. The bishops have overreached. 
They invite not only dissent but proper re
sentment. 

Absolutism in politics is a serious danger 
to democracy. When the bishops speak as 
citizens, they invite all citizens, whose fate 
is at stake, to reject and to oppose them. 

The ecclesiology of the bishops' draft is 
weak: it yields far too much authority to 
clergymen in areas beyond their vocational 
calling. The biblical theology is weak. It 
leaps from true peace as conversion of the 
heart to Christ <where does this leave Jews, 
atheists and others?> to political peace and 
nuclear peace. The theology of pacifism is 
extremely weak. 

But most remarkable of all, the itch of the 
bishops to attack their own government is 
transparent. There is hardly a shred of tes
timony in this article to the role the U.S. 
has played in the world since 1945, both as a 
political and humane ideal, and as an um
brella of liberty. After World War II, in 
what Winston Churchill has described as 
the most generous deed by any state in his
tory to its foes, America rebuilt war-ravaged 
Europe <especially Germany) and Japan, 
and has provided for most of its defense 
needs. Never in history have so many 
former colonies become dependent nations
more than 100 since 1948-as during the 
period of American power. Moreover, since 
1962, in constant dollars, as the New York 
times dramatically graphed <October 24, 
1982>. U.S. defense spending has remained 
remarkably constant. The proportion of de
fense spending devoted to nuclear forces has 
stayed at 9-10 percent. The U.S. for many 
years allowed the Soviets to "catch up" in 
nuclear power, only to see Soviet trend lines 
continue sharply upwards. 

The hostility toward American govern
ment in the bishops' draft is muted but evi
dent. Bishop Leroy Matthiessen, however, 
told Life, "The Catholic church is on a 
direct collision course with the United 
States government, and I'll be right out 
there taking the brunt of it." Tom Fox, 
editor of The National Catholic Reporter, 
told Time; "This will place U.S. Catholics in 
a confrontation with American policies ... " 
The Jesuit Father F. X. Winters wrote with 
satisfaction that Catholics in the nuclear 
chain of command "will have to choose be
tween apparent loyalty to [their] country 
and obedience to the church ... There may 
ensue a great schism." The itch for confron
tation is not admirable. It is sectarian and 
self-righteous. It indicates a surprising im
maturity, on the one hand, and a dramatic 
failure to appreciate the blessings of govern
ance in the United States. Which sort of 
government in Catholic history would the 
bishops prefer for the United States? Would 
they like to control U.S. policies? What role 
do they seek for themselves in a pluralist, 
free society? What role do they leave for 
laymen and laywomen-to follow their sense 
of reality, or that of the bishops? 

Twenty years ago, I looked forward to dis
sent in the Church. I still do. The bishops 
are still, however, in the new style of a new 
generation, playing an authoritarian, heavi
ly clericalized role. Their politics may now 
be that of the left. They may be acting 
more as a sect and a political party than 
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they ought. But they are still carriers of 
clerical presumption and aggrandizement. 
Dissent remains the order of the day-dis
sent in conscience and theology, as well as 
in strategic and military judgment. 

THE TRANSITION TO A PEACE 
ECONOMY 

HON. TED WEISS 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, February 2, 1983 
e Mr. WEISS. Mr. Speaker, issues of 
peace and economy are now joined. 
Because of the immense quantities of 
labor and materials that have been 
lavished on armed forces by virtually 
all governments, the credibility of pro
posals for reversing the arms race 
hinges on the parallel availability of 
workable plans for converting mili
tary, industrial, and allied resources to 
civilian use. At the same time, the 
massive scale of military expenditures 
during the last quarter century has 
been a major source of slowdown in 
economic productivity and general eco
nomic growth in all participating 
countries. There is virtually no dis
agreement with the proposition that 
the vast production resources used up 
in the arms race would, if applied to 
civilian economy, give a powerful spur 
to productive development of every 
sort. 

Prof. Seymour Melman, of Columbia 
University, has called attention to the 
following: 

First. From 1946 to 1986 the actual 
and planned budgets of the Depart
ment of Defense totaled $3,601 billion. 
This immense capital fund may be 
compared with the money value of the 
reproducible national wealth of the 
United States-as of 1975-$4,302 bil
lion. Hence, the military budgets of 
the United States have preempted re
sources approximately equivalent to 
those required for renewing the larg
est part of manmade physical facilities 
and tangible goods of all sorts on the 
surface of the United States. 

Second. For 1977-last year of avail
able data compiled by the U.N.-we ob
serve that for every $100 of gross fixed 
capital formation in the United States, 
$46 was separately expended for mili
tary purposes. The ratio of military 
spending for each $100 of new fixed 
capital formation was $18.90 in Ger
many and $3.70 in Japan. Obviously, 
the German and Japanese economies 
have reaped a benefit from the con
centration of their capital-type re
sources in civilian capital formation. 

Third. Every year from 1951 
through 1981 the budgets of the De
partment of Defense have exceeded 
the net profits of all corporations. 

These resources now lavished on the 
arms race are indispensable for carry
ing out any meaningful repair and re-
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newal of the great array of lagging in
dustries in the United States. 

I am reintroducing legislation for fa
cilitating economic conversion. This 
bill includes the following key ele
ments: 

First. Alternative use committees in 
every military-serving factory and base 
must be set up as a condition of fulfill
ing their contractual obligations. 
These committees, half from manage
ment and the other half named by em
ployees, have the responsibility of for
mulating blueprint-ready plans for uti
lizing the manpower and physical re
sources of the industry or base in the 
contingency that they are no longer 
required by the Department of De
fense. 

Second. Provision is made for 
income support during a period of con
version when that must take place. 

Third. Retraining support is made 
available so that engineers and admin
istrators in particular can be formally 
retrained into the skills that are re
quired in civilian enterprise, as against 
the abilities that are valued in the 
service of the Department of Defense. 

Fourth. The new legislation provides 
for early notification of contract and 
base termination. 

Fifth. A national economic conver
sion commission is established to en
courage conversion planning and to co
operate with other agencies of Gov
ernment with respect to the availabil
ity of finance capital needed for major 
new productive undertakings. It is rea
sonable to expect that the range of 
this activity will extend from major in
dustrial renewal to reconstruction of 
important parts of the economic infra
structure. 

The larger strategy of this conver
sion legislation is to encourage a 
highly decentralized operation with 
responsibility and authority fqr the 
detailed planning in the hands of the 
people on the spot. I am convinced 
that this is both the economic and 
technically efficient procedure. 

It is my judgment that the Members 
of the Congress will perform a major 
service for the American people as 
these related proposals for arms race 
reversal and for economic conversion 
are given the benefit of widespread 
discussion and formal hearings.• 

FEDERAL LAW ENFORCEMENT 
GETS A MUCH NEEDED BOOST 

HON. MARIO BIAGGI 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, February 2, 1983 

e Mr. BIAGGI. Mr. Speaker, a year 
ago I stood on the House floor and ex
pressed a deep concern about plans to 
reduce Federal law enforcement fund
ing at a time when our Nation's crime 
rate was on the rise. Today, I am 
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pleased to report that President Rea
gan's budget proposal for fiscal year 
1984 more accurately reflects our Na
tion's serious crime problem. 

In general terms, the Justice Depart
ment budget would be increased by 10 
percent-from just under $3 billion to 
$3.3 billion. This represents the largest 
increase for Federal law enforcement 
in more than a decade. Specific budget 
proposals include: 

Raising the Federal Bureau of Inves
tigation budget by nearly 25 percent; 

Creating a highly trained, 25-
member FBI "hostage rescue team"; 

A major increase in the number of 
FBI foreign counterintelligence 
agents; 

The necessary funding to hire 1,600 
new Justice and Treasury Department 
employees to bolster the crackdown on 
high-level drug and organized crime 
operations; 

A total of $96 million for new prison 
construction, and another $10 million 
for expanding the prisoner capacity of 
existing Federal correctional facilities; 

A total of $175 million on new com
puter technology at the FBI, the Drug 
Enforcement Administration, and the 
Immigration and Naturalization Serv
ice; and 

Ninety million dollars for a new 
criminal justice matching grant pro
gram for States and localities. 

These budget increases are more 
than justified. Violent crime has risen 
an average of 5 percent per year since 
1971. In my home city of New York, 
there were over 430 violent crimes per 
day in 1981, including 5 murders per 
day, 10 rapes per day, and 119 aggra
vated assaults per day. 

In addition, drug trafficking and ter
rorist activities have reached startling 
levels during recent years. Meanwhile, 
our Nation's prisons are overcrowded 
and unable to meet the demands of 
our rising crime problem. 

President Reagan's proposed budget 
increases for Federal law enforcement 
would help to improve this dangerous 
situation. I applaud him not only for 
his stated concern about crime, but for 
backing it up with increased resources 
so vital to fighting the war against 
crime. 

Mr. Speaker, at this time I wish to 
insert an article which appeared in the 
Washington Post today discussing the 
President's Federal law enforcement 
budget proposal in more detail. 

[From the Washington Post, Feb. 2, 1982] 
BUDGET BRIEFING-LAW ENFORCEMENT 

PROGRAMS ARE BIG WINNERS 

<By Mary Thorton> 
While the Reagan administration's fiscal 

1984 budget would leave most domestic 
agencies struggling to keep up with infla
tion, the Justice Department budget would 
be increased by 10 percent, with most of the 
increases assigned to the president's war on 
drugs and organized crime, additional feder
al prisons and new computer technology. 

In seeking the largest increase for federal 
law enforcement in more than a decade, 
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Reagan would raise the total Justice De
partment budget from just under $3 billion 
to $3.3 billion. The FBI budget would go up 
by nearly 25 percent to over $1 billion for 
the first time. 

Included in the FBI increase is $800,000 
and 25 new positions for a "hostage rescue 
team," which Justice officials described as a 
highly trained unit with capabilities far 
beyond those of existing FBI special weap
ons and tactics <SWAT> teams. It would be a 
mobile unit, based in Washington, and could 
be used in hostage or terrorist situations. 

The FBI also would get a major increase 
in agents and funding in the area of foreign 
counterintelligence, but the exact numbers 
are classified. 

The administration has asked for about 
$185 million-with some of the money in 
the Treasury Department budget-for the 
12 regional task forces being set up to inves
tigate and prosecute high-level drug and or
ganized crime operations. That funding 
would allow the hiring of 1,600 new em
ployes at Justice and Treasury, including 
agents, prosecutors and support staff. 

The proposed budget also seeks $96 mil
lion for new prison construction. Justice of
ficials say that they plan to build two new 
500-prisoner facilities in the Northeast, but 
the sites have not been determined. In addi
ton, there is a provision for a new prison for 
500 inmates in Los Angeles. Another $10 
million is included for renovating existing 
federal prisons to expand their capacity by 
340. 

The department wants to spend $175 mil
lion on new technology, much of it for new 
computer systems at the FBI, the Drug En
forcement Administration and the Immigra
tion and Naturalization Service. The FBI 
also has funding for a new secure communi
cation system that will prevent outsiders 
from listening in. The budget also includes 
$90 million for a new state and local match
ing grant program in the area of criminal 
justice. 

SELECTED JUSTICE DEPARTMENT OUTLAYS 
[In fiscal years; in millions of dollars] 

1980 1981 1982 1983 I 1984 2 

Civil rights matters ........... 
Antitrust Division ........................ ... 
DEA ... ........ ······················ ··· 
FBI ................... 
INS ....... ........................................... 
Community Relations Service .... ....... 

1 Smaller estimate. 
2 Proposed. 

14.9 
49.4 

204.0 
609.2 
336.3 

4.9 

Source: Budgets for Fiscal 1982-84.e 

16.1 17.5 19.2 
49.4 42.6 43.9 

216.8 224.6 250.5 
691.2 737.0 855.6 
390.5 416.7 499.3 

5.7 5.5 5.9 

AID TO EL SALVADOR 

HON. JAMES L. OBERSTAR 
OF MINNESOTA 

21.3 
45.1 

269.1 
1,021.2 

534.9 
6.3 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, February 2, 1983 

e Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, in 
1981, Congress imposed several condi
tions upon continued military aid to El 
Salvador. We did so as a compromise 
between the Reagan administration, 
which favored unrestricted aid, and 
those of us who would have terminat
ed all military aid. While the sub
stance of those conditions is quite 
sound, the certification process is defi
cient in that it includes no mechanism 
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for congressional approval or rejection 
of the certification. 

I have joined as a cosponsor of legis
lation introduced by the gentleman 
from Massachusetts <Mr. STUDDS) 
which would terminate military aid 
until Congress had passed a joint reso
lution indicating that the human 
rights conditions we imposed in 1981 
had been met. 

I first opposed military aid to El Sal
vador 3 years ago during the Carter 
administration. Since that time, I have 
been heartened by the growing public 
awareness of the significance of this 
issue and opposition to continued U.S. 
support for the military in El Salva
dor. 

On January 24, the Duluth News
Tribune published a perceptive editori
al criticizing the most recent certifica
tion by the Reagan administration. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask that the editorial, 
"Human Rights Sham," be included in 
the RECORD. I very much hope that it 
and similar expressions throughout 
the Nation will increase support for 
enactment of legislation to suspend 
aid. 

HUMAN RIGHTS SHAM 

Protecting human rights in El Salvador is 
a charade; the Reagan administration con
tinues to play this life-and-death game in 
order to foster its broad foreign policy ob
jectives in Central America. 

Again on Friday, as required by Congress, 
the White House certified that the military 
junta in El Salvador "has made progress' in 
stemming human rights abuses by its own 
citizens. That certification allows the Penta
gon to supply another $26 million in mili
tary assistance to the ruling regime during 
the next six months. 

What a joke, what a tragic joke. By our 
administration's own estimates government 
forces were responsible for the deaths of 
2,630 civilians in the past year. Administra
tion sources admit that total woefully un
derstates the actual count as it is based on 
reports garnered from progovernment news
papers in El Salvador. And the White House 
report does not document reports of politi
cal torture, truly terrorist acts which have 
left thousands maimed and prompted tens 
of thousands of other Salvadorans to flee 
their homeland to preserve the very lives. 

We believe protection of human rights is a 
basically meaningless concept in the Central 
American republic. The military rulers 
there will apparently stop at nothing to pre
serve their control of the country's govern
ment. And we believe our government really 
doesn't care. 

The Reagan administration has commit
ted itself to stomping out communist and 
leftist expansion in our hemisphere. If that 
has to be done by supporting rightest ter
rorism and violence, then so be it. But the 
certification of human rights improvements 
is a sham . . . and a revolting and deadly 
shame.e 
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UNITED STATES-MOROCCAN 

RELATIONS 

HON. ROBERT J. LAGOMARSINO 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, February 2, 1983 
e Mr. LAGOMARSINO. Mr. Speaker, 
I wish to bring to the attention of my 
colleagues an interesting and useful 
discussion of United States-Moroccan 
relations over the past year. The com
ments are those of U.S. Ambassador to 
the Kingdom of Morocco, Joseph 
Verner Reed. 
ADDRESS BY AMBASSADOR JOSEPH VERNER 

REED BEF ORE THE MOROCCAN NATIONAL 
COMMITTEE OF THE INTERNATIONAL CHAM
BER OF COMMERCE, CASABLANCA, NOVEMBER 
23, 1982 
REFLECTIONS OF UNITED STATES·MOROCCAN 
RELATIONS AFTER A YEAR IN THE KINGDOM 

I am deeply honored to have been invited 
by President Tazi to participate in this "de 
jeuner-debat" organized by the Moroccan 
National Committee of the International 
Chamber of Commerce. As a former banker, 
I am a very old friend of the International 
Chamber of Commerce and am proud of its 
important and active role in facilitating 
international economic development and in 
promoting free enterprise and the market 
economy. As you would imagine, by philoso
phy, as well as experience, I believe that 
only through private initiative and liberal 
trade can national economies develop and 
generate the increased resources necessary 
for the well-being of their populations. 

I am also proud to be addressing a pioneer 
committee of the I.C.C. The Moroccan Na
t ional Committee was founded in 1957, just 
one year after Independence, and was the 
first national committee established in 
Africa. The Moroccan National Committee 
now has 160 members, the most numerous 
in the region and among the top 20 of the 
57 national committees of the International 
Chamber of Commerce. 

I would like to compliment President Tazi 
on his outstanding leadership and guidance 
of the International Chamber of Commerce. 
Abderrahman Tazi is a friend of 20 years, 
and I remember him as the most brilliant 
young director at the World Bank. He has 
served his country with great distinction 
and continues to devote his extraordinary 
talent to the economic development of the 
Kingdom. 

The International Chamber of Commerce 
National Committee over which he presides 
brings together the principal professional 
associations and enterprises that provide 
the strength of the Moroccan economy and 
the hopes for its future. As you shall hear 
in my speech, I am counting heavily on 
those of you gathered here today to contrib
ute even more to the economic development 
of Morocco and our bilateral relations. 

BETTER RELATIONS BETWEEN NATIONS 

Although this analysis may be less schol
arly than you deserve-I would characterize 
relations between nations as falling into sev
eral categories: Allies, where there are 
formal ties; close relations but not based on 
formal ties; friendly relations; and poor rela
tions. 

With over 150 nations in the world today, 
I suppose it fair to say the most frequent 
category is that of friendly relations. Con
tacts are infrequent; one country asks little 
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of the other; cordiality is the keynote; each 
country is seen more as a member of a 
group than as a country with individual in
terests; the closest ties are frequently relat
ed to trade. 

During the past two hundred years the 
United States and Morocco have often been 
very important to each other: when Moroc
co recognized the United States at the end 
of the 18th century; when we worked to
gether in the early days of the U.S. Repub
lic to deal with the problem of piracy; when 
President Roosevelt met privately with the 
late King Mohammed V in Anfa during the 
Casablanca Conference in 1943; when the 
United States helped ensure regional securi
ty through the Strategic Air Command 
bases in Morocco after World War II. Our 
relationship in the recent past, however, has 
been warm but not close. For a variety of 
historical reasons the interests of neither 
party seemed to require the deep and close 
cooperation or collaboration of the other. 
And yet I am sure that everyone in this 
room knows, or at least feels, that some
thing constructive has happened between us 
in the past year. 

I often use an expression "getting on the 
radar screen". The first point is that Moroc
co is on the radar screens in Washington. It 
has much to do with perceptions of national 
interest, it has a lot to do with the character 
of the Reagan Administration and, most im
portantly, it has to do with His Majesty's 
perceptions of the U.S.-Moroccan relation
ship. 

One of our tasks over the past year has 
been to make Morocco better known to 
American decision-makers. Let us look at 
our visitors: the Secretaries of State, De
fense , and Commerce, the Chairman of the 
Senate Foreign Relations Committee, distin
guished military figures and dozens of im
portant officials in all branches of the Gov
ernment, including the first woman Justice 
of the Supreme Court and several senior 
White House officials. I am very pleased to 
say that on every visit the Government of 
His Majesty and often His Majesty person
ally, received the American visitors with the 
most gracious hospitality and engaged them 
in a meaningful substantive dialogue. Our 
high-level visitors have gone back to Wash
ington with a better understanding of the 
importance to the United States of Moroc
co. In the inevitable policy and resource bat
tles in Washington these visitors have 
spoken up on behalf of the Kingdom. 

However, the most important events in 
this new recognition of the importance of 
Morocco have been the two visitis of His 
Majesty to Washington. The May visit, 
during which King Hassan met at great 
length with President Reagan, laid the 
foundation for a better appreciation of the 
commonality of interests of the two coun
tries and the similarity of their world views. 
In October, when King Hassan led an Arab 
Delegation to Washington, my Government 
fully understood the depth of the King's 
desire for peace in the Middle East and the 
leadership role the King has assumed. The 
King's performance in Washington was a 
tour de force! 

In summary, a year ago Morocco was just 
a country with whom we had a long history 
of friendly relations. Today Morocco is both 
a very good friend and a far more important 
country in the eyes of the policy makers in 
Washington. It is a country whose role in 
international affairs and whose well being 
make a difference. And of course, we have 
to thank His Majesty, King Hassan II for 
what has been achieved. 
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WHAT HAS BEEN ACCOMPLISHED IN THE PAST 

YEAR 

I would like to talk about the four instru
ments of foreign policy-political, military, 
economic and cultural. Let us measure 
where we have come in these four areas. 

Political.-There are two problems which 
are of great concern to Morocco and the 
United States; the quests for peace with jus
tice in the Middle East and for stability in 
this northwest corner of Africa. I have said 
many time, both publicly and privately, that 
King Hassan demonstrated courage and 
brilliance at Fez as He led the Arab coun
tries to develop the first agreed Arab plan 
for Mideast peace in 35 years. While there 
are some clear differences with the elements 
for peace outlined in President Reagan's 
September 1st speech, the common and 
critically important area of agreement is 
that a just and lasting peace must be cre
ated soon and it can only be accomplished 
through diplomacy. The new moderation in 
the Arab position was not lost on President 
Reagan and Secretary Shultz who expressed 
their appreciation to King Hassan for His 
outstanding leadership at Fez and as head 
of the delegation in Washington. As we 
move forward on the long and difficult trail 
towards a Middle East peace, my Govern
ment has confidence that King Hassan will 
continue to provide the constructive leader
ship He has so ably demonstrated. 

The Maghreb should be an area of harmo
ny and cooperation. Sadly, that is not the 
case. The major problem is the continuing 
conflict in the Western Sahara. At the Nair
obi Summits in June and August of 1981, 
King Hassan said unequivocally that he ac
cepted the principle of a ceasefire and an 
OAU-supervised referendum of the inhabit
ants of the territory. The United States 
fully agrees with this position and has sup
ported Morocco most recently in the United 
Nations and elsewhere. Not being an Afri
can nation, the role of the United States in 
helping resolve this conflict must be limited. 
We nevertheless believe it should be re
solved in the peaceful manner that Morocco 
has accepted and we will do what we can to 
further progress toward a referendum that 
is the responsibility of the Organization of 
African Unity and its Implementation Com-
mittee. · 

Military.-Two weeks ago I stood on a hill 
overlooking a beach at Al Hoceima and 
watched waves of landing craft hitting the 
beach and discharging Moroccan infantry
men and U.S. Marines. Helicopters were 
zooming overhead and several U.S. warships 
stood by. It wasn't Normandy, but it was an 
impressive military exercise that demon
strated the rapid development of our mili
tary relationship. In the past year we have 
had the visits of the Secretary of Defense; 
General Smith, Deputy Commander in 
Chief Europe; LtG. Williams, Director of 
the Defense Intelligence Agency; LtG 
Ahman, Director, Defense Security Assist
ance Agency; Vice Admiral Hays, Command
er-in-Chief U.S. Navy Europe; Vice Admiral 
Rowden, Commander 6th Fleet; and the As
sistant Secretary of Defense for Interna
tional Security Affairs. We have established 
a Joint Military Commission, and signed an 
Access and Transit Agreement. When SAM 
6 missiles shot down your planes at Guelta 
Zemmour last October, we responded in ap
propriate ways. We are supplying F-5s, M-
48 tanks, and other equipment that help 
Morocco to meet its legitimate defensive re
quirements and to prevent the spread of 
warfare in the Sahara which would under-
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mine the efforts of the OAU to bring about 
a ceasefire and referendum. Although the 
attempted seating of the so-called Saharan 
Democratic Arab Republic at Addis Ababa 
in February proved to be a grave mistake 
for the OAU and the search for a peaceful 
solution to the conflict, Morocco's strong 
defensive posture gives it the confidence to 
move forward toward the ceasefire and ref
erendum. 

Economic.-This is the area of my great
est concern and it is here that I am going to 
call upon you to become partners in the 
growing relationship between Morocco and 
the United States. It is hardly my role to 
tell the Casablanca business leaders about 
the Moroccan economy. I read about it-you 
live it. We all know that there is insufficient 
economic development, a mounting trade 
deficit, a heavy and growing external debt. 
The problems come in large part from last 
year's disastrous drought, a depressed world 
economy, a painful energy bill, and high in
terest rates. I understand Morocco is with
standing the crisis better than many coun
tries and with Morocco's natural and human 
resources, there is great confidence that the 
Moroccan economy will take off anew. This 
is demonstrated by the extensive support 
Morocco receives from the IMF and the 
World Bank. 

What has the United States done on the 
economic side? Our AID program here is not 
as large as I would like it to be. There are 
very difficult budgetary constraints in 
Washington and the demands on resources, 
both domestic and foreign, are enormous. 
Nevertheless our program here is impressive 
and serious. In 1981, to help Morocco cope 
with the drought, we provided $25 million in 
PL-480 wheat on a very soft loan basis and 
made available an additional $35 million in 
early 1982. We also continued to provide 
about $15 million in specially fortified foods 
under a grant food aid program plus an ad
ditional $5 million used in Food-for-Work 
projects for areas hardest hit by the 
drought. Our technical assistance program 
in FY 1982 is roughly $12 million. This year 
we are sending over 100 Moroccan students 
to American Universities for graduate de
grees. I won't detail all our AID projects, 
but I would like you to know that in energy 
we are helping Morocco develop the Renew
able Energy Center in Marrakech and sever
al senior U.S. petroleun:i engineers are work
ing with ONAREP to help with the research 
for and development of oil and gas. We 
have, for some time, been providing assist
ance to your government in the delicate but 
important area of family planning. 

Our most important effort, which is still 
on the drawing boards, is a multi-year $200 
million program to increase rainfed cereal 
production. Nothing would make the U.S. 
Government happier than to see Morocco 
reduce its requirements for imported grains. 
We already have many American agrono
mists in the Kingdom working on agricul
tural research and we are providing the Mo
roccan weather service with daily and 
medium-term weather reports. 

Now I am coming to a central theme of 
my talk-private sector economics. There is 
not, repeat not, enough interaction between 
our respective private sectors. This is pre
cisely what Secretary of Commerce Baldrige 
said when he was here in January. I do not 
believe the Moroccan economy is on our pri
vate sector's radar screen. For most Ameri
can businessmen, this is the land of Fez and 
Marrakech and Casablanca is a Humphrey 
Bogart movie. The U.S. Government has 
tried to make the introductions. Our Joint 
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Committee for Economic Relations, led by 
Secretary Baldrige and Minister Guessous, 
met in Rabat last January and will meet 
again this spring in Washington. We have 
sent a group of geologists and mining engi
neers to look at possibilities for U.S. mining 
companies in Morocco. A group of agricul
tural experts has recently visited the King
dom to look at possibilities in grain storage 
and agrobusiness. The U.S. and the Ministry 
of Marine Fisheries will join forces to hold a 
symposium in January on opportunities for 
the U.S. industry to collaborate with Moroc
co in the development of its rich fishing re
sources. Three U.S. major oil companies, At
lantic Richfield, AMOCO and Mobil, are 
now or soon will be drilling offshore. I invit
ed the President of one of the most impor
tant U.S. Travel Agencies to visit the King
dom and he came away very impressed with 
all that Morocco has to offer to American 
tourists. 

My dear friends-you must play a much 
greater role than you have until now. You 
must let American importers know that you 
have products to sell at competitive prices. 
We encourage it and will try to help. For ex
ample, in September, the head of our office 
on the Generalized System of Preferences, 
Tom St. Maxens, spent three days in the 
Kingdom explaining how to take advantage 
of GSP. We have welcomed Mohammed 
Guedira, Director of the CMPE, to our De
partment of Commerce and told him we will 
do what we can to help Moroccans export to 
the United States. The United States Secre
tary of Commerce knows that Mr. Ben 
Moussa, your new Economic Counselor, is 
now in New York, and the Department of 
Commerce offers its support. The ball is in 
your court. You will have to fly to the 
United States-visit exporters and distribu
tors-and sell. The market is there and with 
the dollar-dirham ratio what it is, it should 
not be hard to penetrate our market. The 
U.S. is the world's largest market for prod
ucts from developing countries and there is 
a place for Moroccan goods. 

Finally I come to U.S. investments in Mo
rocco. We have set up a working group of 
the Joint Committee on Economic Relations 
that is waiting for your projects. Earlier this 
month, a Moroccan team led by the Minis
try of Foreign Affairs was in Washington at 
the first round of negotiations of a bilateral 
investment treaty. Last year our Senate 
ratified a Double Taxation Treaty. This 
spring The Chase Manhattan Bank will 
hold a Moroccan Investment Forum. Key 
U.S. corporate executives will come to learn 
what Morocco has to offer investors. Again, 
my private sector friends-the ball is in your 
court. If there ever was a time that this 
country needed the dynamism and willing
ness to take risks that are the great at
tributes of free enterprise-this is it. Amer
ica is waiting for your proposals. The Em
bassy and Consulate General will do all 
they can to help you. 

Culture.-Since my arrival in the King
dom in October of 1981, I have lent my full 
support to revitalizing the educational and 
cultural exchange programs between the 
United States and Morocco. Last February 
in Marrakech Secretary of State Alexander 
Haig and Moroccan Foreign Minister 
M'Hamed Boucetta signed the agreement 
creating the Moroccan-American Commis
sion for Educational and Cultural Ex
change. The Agreement was implemented 
by an exchange of notes between our two 
Governments witnessed by His Majesty 
King Hassan II in Washington, last spring. 
This year, 39 Moroccan students are study-
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ing in the United states under Commission 
auspices, and three American professors are 
teaching in Moroccan institutions of higher 
learning. It is the Commission, through a 
budget provided by both governments, that 
will be able to offer student counseling and 
scholarships for Moroccan students. 

There was a second very important event 
during the King's visit to the United States 
in May, when distinguished Moroccans and 
Americans joined together in announcing 
the formation of the Moroccan-American 
Foundation. This is a private initiative de
voted to strengthening cooperation and un
derstanding between the United States and 
Morocco. In late November, the Trustees of 
the Foundation will meet under the able 
leadership of Othman Benjelloun and Dr. 
Henry Kissinger to develop ideas for foster
ing increased contacts between Moroccans 
and Americans in all sectors, whether they 
be cultural, educational, technological, or 
governmental in nature. 

I believe that in the past year our Embas
sy cultural and exchange programs have 
made great progress. Dar America now has 
an active program which I hope you and 
your families are enjoying. The Dar Amer
ica library has been reopened which I con
sider very important. Recently you may 
have heard the sixth Fleet Band and the 
Billy Taylor Jazz Trio. The Embassy has 
also assisted in the development of a univer
sity-to-university program such as those 
which exist between Mohammed V Universi
ty and a growing number of universities in 
the United States. But of course I would 
like to see more cultural and educational 
programs. I plan to take this matter up with 
USIA Director Charles Wick when he is in 
the Kingdom in early December. 

I hope that between our government pro
grams and the active participation of busi
ness and private citizens in organizations 
like the Moroccan-American Foundation 
and the Moroccan-American Commission, 
cultural and educational exchanges will 
begin to develop at a more rapid pace than 
they have in the past. As I see more young 
Moroccans studying English, I know the 
demand for training in the United States 
will increase enormously. 

I believe the direction in which we are 
going-closer and deeper relations and coop
eration in the areas of politics, military, eco
nomics and culture is clear from all that has 
been accomplished in the pa.st year. The 
course is set, the will is there-what is left is 
the execution, creativity and very hard 
work. 

Thank you again for the honor you have 
given me of addressing such a distinguished 
organization-the International Chamber of 
Commerce. Thank you, President Tazi.e 

A BILL TO ALLOW THE CON
TINUATION OF COMMERCIAL 
FISHING IN CERTAIN WATERS 
OFF ALASKA 

HON. DON YOUNG 
OF ALASKA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, February 2, 1983 
e Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speak
er, the bill that I am introducing today 
makes a correction to the Alaska Na
tional Interest Lands Conservation Act 
to solve a problem that inadvertently 
resulted from passage of the act. 
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When ANILCA was passed, provision 

was made for the continuation of cer
tain activities within wilderness areas. 
In Glacier Bay Wilderness, some of 
the areas included portions of the bay 
itself which have long been used by 
commercial fishermen and designated 
tour boat operators. ANILCA would 
seem to allow both types of activity to 
continue. 

Unfortunately, the wording of the 
Wilderness Act creates a complication. 
Under the terms of the Wilderness 
Act, commercial activity is not allowed 
in a wilderness area unless such activi
ty contributes to the recreation and 
wilderness properties of the area. 
Thus, tour boats, which allow visitors 
to see and enjoy the park and the wil
derness, are allowed to operate in the 
bay; commercial fishermen are not al
lowed to operate, even though the 
Congress, in passing ANILCA, provid
ed for the continuation of commercial 
fishing. 

Let me make it clear that the fishing 
activities being conducted are not 
large scale, do not require the con
struction of large processing facilities 
and do not in any way denigrate the 
wilderness values which led to the es
tablishment of the Glacier Bay Wil
derness. Commercial fishermen have 
been operating in the bay for many 
years, and their presence precedes the 
establishment of the wilderness. In ad
dition, the areas which are now placed 
off limits are important for safety rea
sons-they provide an area where fish
ermen can pursue their livelihood 
during inclement weather. 

In sum, this bill is necessary to cor
rect a mistake that we in the Congress 
made. It will have no impact on the 
environment, on the wilderness area, 
or on any other concerns. It simply 
allows the continuation of activities 
which have been occurring for a 
number of years.e 

LUCILLE KILGORE: SERTOMA 
MANKIND AW ARD 

HON. HAL DAUB 
OF NEBRASKA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, February 2, 1983 
e Mr. DAUB. Mr. Speaker, please join 
me in honoring Lucille Kilgore on her 
selection as recipient of the prestigi
ous Service to Mankind Award for 
1983 by the West Omaha Sertoma 
Club. 

Lucille has operated the Dominican 
Assistance and Referral Service since 
June of 1979. She provides emergency 
and advocacy services for families in 
crisis, and she performs all of her 
duties without any salary or financial 
compensation. 

Lucille receives a small disability 
check from a local firm and dispenses 
almost all of those moneys to individ-

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
uals and families in need. She has 
always been a person who is willing to 
be of help to those around her and is 
never too busy to listen to someone's 
problems and give them any assistance 
she can. 

During the years of 1973-79, while 
serving as housekeeper at Sacred 
Heart Rectory, Lucille began to work 
closely with people in need. She devel
oped a thorough and consistent ap
proach in dealing with those burdened 
by poverty, alcoholism, and family in
stability. In 1979 she decided to devote 
herself full-time to this work for those 
in need. She established the Domini
can Assistance and Referral Service 
and during the 1982 fiscal year dis
pensed over $16,000 worth of direct 
services to her clients. 

For those who doubt the ability of a 
single individual to make a difference 
in their community, we need only call 
their attention to the outstanding 
work of Lucille Kilgore. I ask my col
leagues to join me and the Omaha 
community in honoring her today.e 

REPEAL THE DAVIS-BACON ACT 

HON. PHILIP M. CRANE 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, February 2, 1983 

e Mr. PHILIP M. CRANE. Mr. Speak
er, the Davis-Bacon Act was intro
duced in 1931 to assist Depression-era 
workers then unprotected by labor 
laws. The act requires payment of the 
highest prevailing wage in a geograph
ic region on federally funded construc
tion projects. This measure has long 
since outlived its purposes, as econom
ic conditions have changed since the 
1930's with the enactment of numer
ous worker protection laws. Further
more, the Davis-Bacon Act is unfair 
since it stipulates unreasonably high 
wage rates for a few privileged workers 
while discouraging minority groups 
and younger workers from entering 
the construction industry. 

As the Davis-Bacon Act restricts 
competitive bidding, it causes an infla
tionary impact on the construction in
dustry and the Nation's economy as a 
whole. A 1976 study by the Depart
ment of Housing and Urban Develop
ment <HUD) indicated that this provi
sion boosts construction costs any
where from 5 percent to 15 percent 
over equivalent private contracts. In 
1979, the U.S. Chamber of Commerce 
determined that repeal of Davis-Bacon 
would generally result in the creation 
of approximately 150,000 jobs nation
wide. Here, in Washington, the Davis
Bacon Act pushed up the cost of build
ing the Metro subway system an extra 
$149 million (6.8 percent), according to 
a 1980 study by the General Account
ing Office <GAO>. It is estimated that 
repeal of the law would save the 
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American taxpayers $1.5 billion annu
ally. 

The GAO has recommended repeal 
of the Davis-Bacon Act. In a 1979 
study presented to Congress, the GAO 
urged repeal " because: (1) there have 
been significant changes in the econo
my since 1931 which we believe make 
continuation of the act unnecessary, 
<2> after nearly 50 years, the Depart
ment of labor has yet to develop an ef
fective program an effective program 
to issue and maintain accurate wage 
determinations, and it may be imprac
tical to ever do so, and <3> the act is in
flationary, and results in unnecessary 
construction and administrative costs 
of several hundred million dollars an
nually." 

Given the economic and employ
ment problems we currently face, it is 
indeed timely that I introduce the fol
lowing bill to repeal the Davis-Bacon 
Act. 

H.R. 1174 
A bill to repeal the Davis-Bacon Act, and for 

other purposes 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That the 
Act of March 3, 1931, entitled "An Act relat
ing to the rate of wages of laborers and me
chanics employed on public buildings of the 
United States and the District of Columbia 
by contractors and subcontractors, and for 
other purposes" C40 U.S.C. 276a-276a-5), is 
repealed. 

SEc. 2. Any provision of law requiring the 
payment of wages at prevailing rates deter
mined by reference to determinations of the 
Secretary of Labor under the Act of March 
3, 1931, shall cease to be effective on the ef
fective date of this Act. 

SEc. 2. This Act shall take effect upon en
actment except that nothing in this Act 
shall be construed to impair or otherwise 
affect rights and duties under contracts en
tered into prior to such date.e 

HOUSING TAX CREDIT FOR THE 
ELDERLY 

HON. WILLIAM LEHMAN 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, February 2, 1983 

e Mr. LEHMAN of Florida. Mr. 
Speaker, I recently reintroduced legis
lation which allows for a refundable 
credit against Federal income taxes 
for the amount of State and local real 
property taxes paid by persons over 
65. This credit could be taken for taxes 
paid directly or indirectly through 
rent. 

Elderly homeowners often have 
their homes paid for, and in most 
cases they do not have the opportuni
ty to deduct real estate taxes from 
their incomes. Because of their re
duced incomes, a credit will be more 
beneficial to older taxpayers than a 
deduction. For many elderly home
owners, real estate taxes are a major 
expense and often can force them to 
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sell their homes as inflation pushes 
property values, and therefore proper
ty taxes, higher and higher. 

Our present tax policies have a defi
nite bias toward homeownership. In 
an attempt to assist elderly renters, 
however, my legislation will permit eli
gible persons to take a credit for the 
portion of their rents which are used 
to pay property taxes. As defined in 
the bill, rent constituting property 
taxes shall equal 25 percent of the 
rent paid during a taxable year. 

Tax credits are especially helpful to 
low-income persons who usually do 
not minimize their deductions. In 
order to insure that the tax credits al
lowed by this legislation go to those 
most in need, there is a limit to the 
credit based on the adjusted gross in
comes of the eligible persons. The 
credit will be reduced by the amount 
by which the taxpayers' adjusted gross 
income exceeds $10,000. In addition, 
there is an absolute limit of $300 on 
the credit itself. 

Mr. Speaker, I believe this legisla
tion merits the serious attention of 
the Congress. It will provide some real 
assistance to our elderly homeowners 
and renters alike.e 

THE 83D BIRTHDAY CELEBRA
TION OF THE MIAMI WOMAN'S 
CLUB, MIAMI, FLA. 

HON. CLAUDE PEPPER 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, February 2, 1983 
e Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to take this opportunity to share 
with you and the community at large 
a speech given by Mrs. D. Knox Van 
Scoyoc, chairman of the historical and 
preservation committee, The Miami 
Woman's Club, Miami, Fla. Her speech 
was given at the observance of the 83d 
anniversary of the Miami Woman's 
Club on January 11, 1983. Her re
marks, which I include herewith, 
should serve as an inspiration to all: 

REMARKS OF MRS. D. KNOX VAN SCOYOC 
Madam President, members, distinguished 

guest and friends. 
Yes, I am pleased to have the privilege to 

say publicly to so many to whom I am in
debted, "Thank you." 

Before I begin I wish to bring to the at
tention of Senator Claude Pepper that this 
lush setting of flowering trees and Malayian 
palms you see here are the direct result of 
your wife, Mildred Pepper's inspirational ef
forts through the city of Miami beautifica
tion program. She was so distressed over the 
coconut palm virus that destroyed the 
major part of the city's palms ... we coop
erated by planting about 32 trees. It is quite 
beautiful in early spring. See how they have 
grown. 

It was a lovely afternoon in June of 1973 
that Mrs. J. Barco Bishop, chairman of the 
board of trustees, and my advisor met with 
Ms. Mary Evans, a writer with the secretary 
of state office who interviewed those who 
felt their site was worthy of national histor-
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ical registry recognition. Mary was im
pressed with our history and began the 
process. 

Mrs. Edgar Dixon Pearce, a member of 
the Florida Bicentennial Commission and 
past president of the General Federation of 
Women's Clubs wrote the historical signifi
cance and Mr. Alfred Browning Parker, 
noted architect wrote the architectural sig
nificance. 

To the Honorable Bruce Smathers, secre
tary of state of Florida <who's maternal 
grandmother, Mrs. John Townley was a 
charter member of the Miami Woman's 
Club> ... Mr. Robert Williams, of Florida 
State Archives Office ... Mr. Randy Nim
nicht, executive director of the Historical 
Association of Southern Florida, Mr. Daniel 
0. Markus, Curator of collections, our two 
mayors, the Honorable Maurice Ferre, 
mayor of the city of Miami, and the Honor
able Steve Clark, mayor of Metro, both sent 
letters of commendation. <Remember Mayor 
Clark's was hand-delivered>. To all those 
named and to all who have supported this 
effort I say, "thank you." 

On December 27, 1974, Mr. Robert Wil
liams called from Tallahassee telling us the 
Miami Woman's Club had been listed as of 
that date as a national historical registry 
site. 

Now ... nine years later this marker has 
been installed with the cooperation of the 
Historical Association of Southern Florida, 
Mr. James W. Apthorp, president. It will be 
dedicated today. It is fitting this site be 
thusly honored. 

The legend wrought thereon is a small 
part of our endeavors. It will stand as a re
minder of the past 83 years the women of 
the Miami Woman's Club with their lofty 
and discerning hearts sought to preserve 
and cherish a way of life for all women, who 
are not afraid to voice their opinion for 
good and to stand united for the preserva
tion of dignity, grace and culture. 

This marker was made possible by the 
generous contributions from the women of 
the present historical and preservation com
mittee and the historical artificats and 
records committee. They have supported 
with interest this inspiration program. 

Now, today we rekindle our pledge to 
foster creativity, for the aim of this club is 
to continue with zeal creating a workable 
system with leaders showing strength, 
moral courage and high ideals. Working not 
only for this community but for the world 
at large.e 

SOCIAL SECURITY 

HON. CARROLL HUBBARD, JR. 
OF KENTUCKY 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, February 2, 1983 

e Mr. HUBBARD. Mr. Speaker, I 
have received an excellent and 
thought-provoking letter from my 
good friend and constituent, Jimmie L. 
Mitchell, of Princeton, Ky. As we are 
all aware, hearings relative to social 
security's problems began yesterday in 
the House Committee on Ways and 
Means. Indeed, I feel certain that 
every Member of Congress knows 
social security's financial solvency 
must be restored. Mr. Mitchell's com
ments are sound and interesting. His 
letter follows: 

February 2, 1983 
Congressman CARROLL HUBBARD, 
Rayburn House Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN HUBBARD: I am writing 
in regard to Social Security. I am opposed to 
any cutting of cost-of-living adjustments or 
tax on Social Security benefits. As I am re
tired myself, I know this would place a 
burden on elderly people. 

Why not tax the people who like the 
luxury of fine whiskey and beer? They are 
the ones who can pay it. Put a 5 cent tax 
per can on beer and double the tax on whis
key, wines and liquors of all kinds, and on 
cigarettes. 

Whiskey, liquor, wine and beer do nothing 
but cause people to cripple and kill them
selves and innocent people. They break up 
homes, cause murders and starvation in 
thousands of homes. Think how much reve
nue that beer alone would bring in at 5 
cents per can. 

I was a tobacco farmer most of my life, 
but I know that cigarettes have no food 
value. They are good for nothing but to 
cause cancer and other diseases; but if 
people want these "luxuries", tax them, not 
the poor and elderly people. 

Think how much money taxes on the 
above-mentioned luxuries would bring in to 
the government. It will work if you people 
in Washington want it to work. 

Thank you for your time and consider
ation of these proposals. 

Yours sincerely, 
JIMMIE L. MITCHELL, 

Princeton, Ky.e 

THE EMERGENCY HOMEOWNERS 
RELIEF ACT OF 1983 

HON. DOUG WALGREN 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, February 2, 1983 

• Mr. WALGREN. Mr. Speaker, today 
many of our fellow citizens are experi
encing a tragedy not known since the 
days of the Great Depression. Last 
year 170,000 families were subjected to 
the forced sale of their homes because 
of an inability to meet mortgage pay
ments. Thousands of other families, 
whose numbers will never be recorded, 
sold their homes under financial pres
sure. Across the Nation the imminent 
threat of mortgage foreclosure faces 
many Americans. 

Only a heartless government would 
permit the tragedy of mortgage fore
closure caused by the tremendous 
stress that 10-percent unemployment 
has put on our society. 

Today, I am introducing the Emer
gency Homeowners Relief Act of 1983, 
a compromise piece of legislation 
which deserves bipartisan support 
from both the administration and con
gressional leaders. 

Under this relief legislation, the Sec
retary of Housing and Urban Develop
ment would be empowered to provide 
mortgage assistance to qualified home
owners in States where unemployment 
is 8 percent or more for 3 consecutive 
months. Essentially, for qualified 
homeowners, the Federal Government 
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will assume partial payment of a citi
zen's mortgage payment for a 2-year 
period. The homeowner then will have 
10 years to repay the Federal Govern
ment the money it has paid to the 
lending institution on behalf of the 
homeowner. Numerous safeguards 
have been provided to guarantee that 
the Government's financial interest is 
protected. Criminal penalties will be 
imposed on anyone who fraudulently 
seeks assistance under this program. 

The problem of mortgage foreclo
sures is of staggering proportions. The 
threat of losing your home grows 
worse every day as persons, young and 
old, are terminated from unemploy
ment compensation. Patriotic citizens, 
many of whom committed their work
ing lives to our great industrial cen
ters, are now faced with the loss of an 
essential part of the American 
dream-the family home. 

The need for action is urgent. The 
current emergency facing mortgage
holders stems from circumstances of 
an unprecedented nature. Over 
14,000,000 Americans are out of work, 
and 1 of every 3 American families has 
experienced unemployment. The 
sharp decline of whole sectors of our 
economy like the steel and auto indus
tries mandates decisive action. 

In the legislation that I am introduc
ing today, we seek to establish a limit
ed 2-year program to safeguard the 
conventional mortgageholder. Over 75 
percent of all home mortgages are 
"conventional mortgages" contracted 
between the homeowner and an inde
pendent lending institution. The Gov
ernment has no part , of these mort
gages, and these mortgages generally 
provide none of the safeguards against 
foreclosure that are provided in FHA 
or VA mortgage programs. Under this 
bill, $1 billion is authorized to allow 
qualified individuals to save their 
homes in economically distressed 
areas. 

Payments from the fund would be 
made directly to the lending institu
tions with the homeowner incurring a 
debt in the form of a loan to be paid 
back over a 10 year period at a modest 
rate of interest. This is similar to the 
kind of loan assistance we currently 
provide students in American colleges 
and universities. What we do for stu
dents, we should be equally willing to 
do for our unemployed homeowners. 
With the Government's financial in
terest secured by a lien against the 
property and targeting this assistance 
to only areas of greatest need, we hope 
to insure that only those persons ac
tively seeking employment would re
ceive assistance under the program. 

Clearly this Nation faces a mortgage 
crisis. Clearly the Congress must act 
quickly. Clearly that action must be 
bi-partisan. This is a modest proposal. 
It does not go as far as the program 
offered by the Democratic leadership 
in creating a full-scale, permanent 
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mortgage assistance program. This is a 
limited relief bill, 2-years in duration, 
and targeted to areas of severe unem
ployment. While the President and 
the Congress may not be able to agree 
on the need for a permanent mortgage 
assistance program, surely we can 
agree on the need for immediate relief 
during these months of double-digit 
unemployment. 

Together we can prevent deserving 
Americans from losing their homes. 
The Emergency Homeowners Relief 
Act will enable Americans to continue 
to live in the homes they have worked 
for while our Nation tries to restore 
and create viable employment to all 
sectors of our economy. 

This plan is not a bailout or a quick 
fix. It is a step down that necessary 
road to maintain family stability, to 
protect lending institutions, and to 
preserve part of the American dream. 
I ask my colleagues to join me today in 
this bold initiative to achieve a work
able solution for Americans facing 
mortgage f oreclosures.e 

NARCOTICS HEAD RETIRING 
AFTER 25 YEARS 

HON. RICHARD C. SHELBY 
OF ALABAMA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, February 2, 1983 
e Mr. SHELBY. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to recognize Capt. Loyd Russell 
who has just recently retired after 
serving 25 years with the Tuscaloosa 
Police Department and 12 of those as 
director of the West Alabama Narcot
ics Squad. 

Russell was instrumental in estab
lishing the narcotics squad in June 
1971, and he directed it until April 
1982, when he stepped down to 
become training coordinator. Follow
ing is part of an article written by 
Mandy Ochoa of the Tuscaloosa News 
staff in interviewing Captain Russell 
on his retirement: 

Looking back on his years in narcotics en
forcement, Russell said, "Sometimes I 
wished I was someplace else. My general 
thinking is that through the years I enjoyed 
it, especially when you'd catch a crook or a 
drug pusher. And he'd catch a green bus 
going south <to prison)." 

Russell laughed and said, "Man. we used 
to have some fun in narcotics." 

The unit was formed in reaction to drug 
problems evolving in the Tuscaloosa area in 
the late 1960s. Russell said the main drug 
making the rounds in those days were LSD, 
marijuana, hashish and amphetamines such 
as "speed." 

"There were a lot of young folks who 
wanted to experiment with it. There was a 
lot of publicity about drugs in California 
and other places. That was the era of long 
hair and beards. You couldn't hardly tell 
the boys from the girls." 

Assistant Chief Jerry 0. Fuller, who was 
present at the interview, said, "In 1968, 
there was a house on University Boulevard 
called 'Haight Hut.' It was a house where 
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drug users and pushers hung out. A guy 
overdosed, and that was when the city 
became aware of the drug problem." 

Russell said area law enforcement agen
cies combined forces because previously 
each department could be investigating a 
certain drug seller without the knowledge of 
the others. 

Louis H. Lackey Jr.. then Tuscaloosa 
County district attorney, was instrumental 
in getting the squad formed, along with 
Tuscaloosa County Sheriff Beasor Walker 
and former Public Safety Commissioner Jim 
Chancy, Russell said. 

"At that time <June 1971) it was just kind 
of a cooperative effort," Russell said. "In 
1972, the county was able to get federal 
funding. We started increasing personnel 
and got some needed equipment. We had 
five city officers, one investigator.'' 

Narcotics enforcement was conducted 
then much as it is now. 

"We went for the people that sold it-the 
pushers. We had to rely on information, and 
you know that comes from many different 
places. We've always used undercover 
agents, people that would infiltrate the 
drug scene and buy from the people that 
were selling," Russell said. 

"We couldn't pull off some of the big buys 
we would like to have, but I understood. 
One thing I can look back and say is, in Tus
caloosa, we've always had good support 
from the city and county officials," Russell 
said. 

Due to changes in the law, Russell said, 
narcotics investigation became more diffi
cult. 

"The whole time some of the laws 
changed, and we're governed by the laws 
the people pass in Montgomery and by the 
way the high courts interpret the law," Rus
sell said. 

Russell's "pet peeve" is the state law pro
hibiting issuance of nighttime search war
rants without showing positive cause that 
the law is being broken. Russell said as long 
as he was in drug enforcement that law 
hampered law enforcement. 

"The way the law reads now, we've got to 
be positive to go in. That's tough. Those 
cases are few and far between," Russeil said. 

When asked why lawmakers passed the 
act. Russell said, "That's liberal folks. Liber
al thinking among our legislators caused 
that. There were possibly abuses of war· 
rants <by narcotics agents), but the big 
thing is that drug smugglers and your big 
people know what states to fly into at night. 
They get the stuff stored in a warehouse or 
house, and they stand a good chance of get
ting by. 

"Mostly planes with large amounts of 
drugs come in at night. There's not a whole 
lot an officer can do at night. It makes the 
job frustrating.'' 

Russell said 28 states do not have laws 
prohibiting raids at night, 14 others leave 
the decision up to a judge or magistrate and 
six states. including Alabama, have laws dis
tinguishing between daytime and nighttime 
searches. 

"Maybe in some instances. law enforce· 
ment agents might abuse nighttime war
rants, but we shouldn't take that to say 
we're not gonna have it at all in our state 
where crooks can bring drugs in and get by 
with it," Russell said. 

Since he started enforcing the drug laws 
over a decade ago, Russell said illicit drug 
activity has gotten worse rather than 
better. 

"It's gotten worse because drugs are big 
business. We have more cocaine on the 



1510 
market now. more Quaaludes and Talwin. 
Talwin is a substitute for heroin-poor 
people will buy it and use it." 

Russell said he is proud that there has 
been little heroin trade in Tuscaloosa. 

The former narcotics squad chief believes 
the job of a narcotics investigator is often 
ver y difficult. 

"A narcotics agent has a tough job be
cause in that division the agents will serve 
more search warrants than any other part 
of law enforcement. When you knock on a 
door and announce you're a police officer 
with a search warrant, some of these people 
strung out on drugs are subject to do any
thing. In my opinion, narcotics enforcement 
is more dangerous than any other part of 
law enforcement," Russell said. 

When asked if he considered himself a 
controversial law enforcement figure, Rus
sell said "Well, 95 percent of the drug deal
ers don't like me. But the first University 
<of Alabama) student I ever sent to the pen
itentiary came by when he got out and 
shook my hand." 

"If you're a good narcotics agent, crooks 
will try t o set you up from time to time," 
Russell said. " Over the years, they tried to 
set me up a few times." 

Though he declined to specify what a 
setup entails. Russell said it could be any ac
tivity to convince the public an officer has 
low moral standards, th us making him less 
effective as a law enforcement agent. 

A group at the University had an under
ground newspaper during the early 1970s, 
Russell said. 

"They wrote about me a lot. It just made 
me work harder," he said. 

" One time a group of them got together 
and had a meeting. One of them called me 
afterward and said they were talking about 
putting poison in my well. I got concerned 
enough to put a padlock on my well," Rus
sell said. 

He praised the narcotics agents he worked 
with as well as city officials. 

"I think we've got some of the best offi
cers in that squad you could ask for. I think 
they're the best," Russell said. 

The public overall has been supportive of 
the narcotics squad, Russell said. 

" I believe law enforcement in Tuscaloosa 
has better public support than any city its 
size in the country. The people here will 
support law enforcement, and that's what it 
takes. If you have good law enforcement, 
the people are going to support it. 

" One thing I need to mention is that an 
understanding wife is very important to an 
officer working in narcotics. My wife ought 
to have some kind of medal for putting up 
with me, especially the last 12 years. The 
hours are uncertain, you'd make plans and 
have to change them if information would 
come." 

Russell and his wife have been married 27 
years, he said. 

After his retirement Monday, he plans to 
stay active. He will continue working at his 
business of two years, Mattress Factory 
Outlet, and on the security force at K-Mart, 
he said. 

" I hope to have a better garden this year 
and have more time to fish," he said. 

In behalf of the Tuscaloosa Police Depart
ment, Fuller said, "Captain Russell's impact 
in the area of drug enforcement, both local
ly and statewide, will be sorely missed." 

"The many letters he has received from 
kids involved in drugs at one time thanking 
him for helping them to straighten out 
their lives reflects upon his work with the 
younger generation. 
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"Threats on his life, on the other hand, 

reflect upon his relentless determination to 
make himself hated by drug dealers. In his 
retirement, he can have the satisfaction of 
knowing he succeeded at both ends. I per
sonally wish him well in the years ahead." 

As one can tell from this story, Cap
tain Russell certainly deserves many 
congratulations for being an outstand
ing public servant. His devotion and 
service to the people of Tuscaloosa, 
Tuscaloosa County, and the State of 
Alabama are just excellent records. 

Many times his achievements were 
often thankless when it came to job 
performance. His behind-the-scenes 
energy and consistent pursuit to en
force the law were often unnoticed by 
many citizens. Because of his unfailing 
attitude and sincere desire to help 
those who needed help, Captain Rus
sell will always be remembered for his 
fine public service efforts. 

I am honored to be able to share this 
exceptional story with my colleagues 
in the House of Representatives, and I 
certainly wish Capt. Loyd Russell well 
in his future endeavors.e 

LEAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS 

HON. LARRY McDONALD 
OF GEORGIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, February 2, 1983 

e Mr. McDONALD. Mr. Speaker, the 
President of the United States ad
dressed this body a few days ago and 
told us of his belief that we in Govern
ment must take the lead in cutting 
Government expenses. The people of 
Georgia would like to know how we 
propose to do that when we are the 
very authors of the mushrooming ex
pense from the public treasury to pay 
for the political activities of the Left. 

Let me bring to my colleagues' atten
tion, a situation that would be laugh
able were it not so sad. It is something 
that has my fell ow Georgians a bit 
irate. I am referring to the recent an
nouncement by the League of Women 
Voters that they simply could not 
keep their mouth shut any longer and 
felt compelled to declare themselves 
foursquare behind abortion rights. 
The question here is not whether 
abortion-the murder of the unborn 
child-is right or wrong. It definitely is 
in my view as a physician and as a 
Member of this body. But the most im
portant issue here is, are we as legisla
tors to continue to fund this group? 
The criteria of impartiality they so 
often paint of themselves-is definite
ly a thing of the past. 

Throughout its long history, the 
league has always maintained that it 
was nonpartisan and therefore enti
tled to public support of its activities. 
The league is now taking a position on 
the murder of the unborn child. Is it 
not too bad their parents did not think 
the same way? The issue here, howev-
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er, is definite. They are not affirming 
a position to influence this body. They 
are in fact-lobbyists-and should reg
ister as such. It is no longer incumbent 
on this body to pay for their activities 
when they have an ax to grind. Let it 
be done at their own expense. 

I would encourage my colleagues to 
halt this practice. No longer should 
this body be given hard earned tax
payers' dollars to support any interest 
group. 

So that my colleagues can have the 
"proof" I submit an article affirming 
the stand of the League of Women 
Voters from the Washington Post of 
January 21, 1983. 

The article follows: 
[From the Washington Post, Jan. 21, 19831 

LEAGUE BACKS WOMEN' S RIGHT FOR 
ABORTIONS 

The League of Women Voters, after years 
of avoiding a stance on the issue of abor
tion, announced Wednesday that it official
ly supports American women's right to have 
the operation ending pregnancy. 

"The League of Women Voters believes 
that public policy in a pluralistic society 
must affirm the constitutional right of the 
individual to make reproductive choices," a 
league statement said. 

League President Dorothy S. Ridings said 
the league is not endorsing abortion. "This 
is not a statement that implies moral ap
proval or disapproval of the procedure of 
abortion," she said in an interview. 

Instead, she said, the league believes that 
the government should leave the question 
of abortion and other matters dealing with 
reproduction to the conscience of each 
person. 

League officials said the organization's 
board adopted the position at its meeting 
Tuesday.e 

TRIBUTE TO DREW LEWIS 

HON. JOHN N. ERLENBORN 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, January 26, 1983 
e Mr. ERLENBORN. Mr. Speaker, 
Drew Lewis has served for 2 years as 
Secretary of Transportation. As he re
turns to the private sector, I want to 
join my colleagues in the House on 
thanking him for a job well done. 

Drew Lewis was a Secretary who was 
open to all points of view, but one who 
studied the issues and the law and 
then acted. He will probably be re
membered most for his effective han
dling of the illegal strike by the Pro
fessional Air Traffic Controllers Orga
nization in the summer of 1981, but 
Secretary Lewis was equally effective 
in matters of transportation safety 
and persevered in seeking and securing 
a means to rebuild the Interstate 
Highway System. 

Secretary Lewis performed as ably 
as a member of the Cabinet in areas 
that were only peripherally related to 
transportation. He was a working part
ner on economic issues and understood 



February 2, 1983 
the importance of communicating 
with the legislative branch. 

In brief, Drew Lewis can be proud of 
his service to the American people in 
this administration. I expect he will be 
just as successful in private industry, 
and I doubt that we have heard the 
last of him.e 

FOREIGN LANGUAGE STUDY 

HON. PAUL SIMON 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, February 2, 1983 

• Mr. SIMON. Mr. Speaker, the low 
level of foreign language ability 
among Americans is a cause for real 
concern because of the limits it places 
on U.S. commerce and industry, on 
U.S. science and educational endeavor, 
and on U.S. diplomacy and intelli
gence-gathering. 

The more we can speak the lan
guages of others, the greater our op
portunity to ease international ten
sions and to lessen the prospects for 
conflict. The more we can speak the 
languages of others, the greater our 
ability to sell our manufactured and 
farm goods overseas. But we are far, 
far behind our Japanese, West 
German, and French competitors in 
the export markets. They understand 
that you can buy in any language, but 
you cannot sell in any language. That 
also holds true in the marketplace of 
ideas, as the Soviets can demonstrate. 

In the 98th Congress, the House 
Postsecondary Education Subcommit
tee will again examine this problem 
and seek remedies to strengthen our 
Nation's foreign language teaching 
programs. 

An article in the February-March 
1982 edition of Today's Education 
highlights foreign language instruc
tion benefits to our students and our 
society. 

The article follows: 
THE CASE OF LEARNING FOREIGN LANGUAGES 

<By Florence Barkin and Gail Guntermann> 
An educated person should know more 

than one language. This is a truth seldom 
questioned in other parts of the world. 
When educators from other countries con
vene, they do not ask, Why should Johnny/ 
Juanita/Jean/Johann study another lan
guage? They ask, When should he begin 
this study? 

The argument that Americans don't need 
to speak other languages is no longer justi
fied-if, indeed, it ever was. The United 
States can no longer afford to ignore multi
lingual and multicultural realities. Millions 
of U.S. citizens speak languages other than 
English natively, and most people of the 
world have little or no knowledge of Eng
lish. 

In 1979, the President's Commission on 
Foreign Language and International Studies 
reported-

" Americans' incompetence in foreign lan
guage is nothing short of scandalous, and it 
is becoming worse. Historically, to be sure, 
America's continental position between vast 
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oceans was a basis for linguistic as well as 
political isolation, but rocketry as well as 
communications satellites render such a 
moat mentality obsolete." 

The implications of American education 
are compelling. A survey of the educational 
literature of this decade disclose general 
agreement on one major goal: Education in 
the 1980's must prepare learners for a 
changed and interdependent future world. 
New citizens must know "the basics," be 
open to learning new ideas and skills, be 
able to communicate with other languages 
<both in English and in other languages), 
have a sensitivity to and understanding of 
cultural differences, and be able to contrib
ute to the economy of the country. 

Language study can play an important 
role in meeting these requirements. 

Educators agree that a major objective of 
basic education is preparation for a chang
ing world-one in which nations and peoples 
will be increasingly interdependent. 

June K. Phillips, editor of the American 
Council on the Teaching of Foreign Lan
guages' Foreign Language Education Series, 
explores the role of foreign languages in 
global education: 

"Linguistically, interdependence stresses 
the give-and-take of real communication. 
Foreign language learning is a vital connec
tion in the interdependent relationships of 
the next century, since true interaction can 
occur only when each community experi
ences the language and lifestyle of the 
other, where no group achieves dominance 
by imposing its language structure on the 
other." 

Good will that leads to cooperation does 
not result from the let-them-learn-English 
attitude; witness Americans' bewilderment 
in the face of anti-Americanism around the 
world. Even our representatives abroad have 
typically been unfamiliar with the language 
and culture of their host countries and are 
often unprepared for the sometimes violent 
results of their ignorance. 

As George Bonham, editor-in-chief of 
Change magazine, has aptly written-

"We are all neighbors in the world. Af
ghanistan, Dubai, and Sinkiang are at our 
back door. We can no longer shut them out 
or claim that what divides us are our differ
ences, our cultures. What divides us now is 
our inability to connect cause with event, 
action with reaction, to relate the haves to 
the have-nots, the South to the North. The 
world is closing in on us. If our new genera· 
tion fails to see the revolutionary implica
tion of these events, that failure will have 
largely been our own for not having fully 
equipped our progeny to face the new day 
of an indivisible world." 

It is encouraging to note that colleges and 
universities across the country are begin
ning to reinstate language requirements for 
graduation. In addition, languages are in
creasingly included among the "basics" in 
American education. Recently, a group of 
educators representing English, mathemat
ics, science, art, music, foreign languages, 
and social studies, in specifying the essen
tials of education, recommended that stu· 
dents acquire the ability "to use language, 
to think, and to communicate," and "to un
derstand other languages and cultures." 

Another important "basic" for preparing 
learners for a changing world is developing 
the ability to meet new challenges. Because 
languages other than English are indeed 
foreign to Americans, learning another lan
guage requires the development of whole 
new approaches and strategies for learning. 

Recent research has shown the positive 
effects of bilingualism and learning a second 
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language on cognitive development. Numer
ous studies have acknowledged the impor
tant impact of acquiring a second language 
on the learning of English vocabulary, read
ing skills, self-concept, cultural enrichment, 
creativity, and communication skills. 

One classic study by Peal and Lambert, 
which aimed at duplicating previous studies 
that claimed bilingualism had a negative 
effect, found the opposite to be true. The 
researchers found, much to their surprise, 
that French-English bilingual children in 
Montreal scored higher than monolinguals 
on both verbal and nonverbal measures of 
intelligence. 

Other studies confirmed these conclu
sions. These were made in Singapore, Swit
zerland, South Africa, Israel and New York, 
western Canada, and Montreal. 

Still other writers have shown how study
ing a foreign language helps develop infer
ence skills and teaches students how to cope 
with unfamiliar surroundings. 

Students must display problem-solving 
skills and adaptability to "function" in a 
new language, since the sociocultural situa
tion as well as the linguistic forms are unfa
miliar, complex, and often ambiguous to the 
learner. Nothing is so totally new to an 
American as is a foreign language. 

Studying a second language also stimu
lates creativity. Numerous research projects 
support the relationship between second 
language study and verbal creativity. Learn
ing a foreign language forces students to 
analyze the structure of a language and to 
choose from among numerous options in 
order to express themselves. 

In his interesting study of U.S. college stu
dents in a beginning French class, Albert 
Valdman notes that even when presented 
with a native pattern, students do not 
always imitate the model. Rather, what 
they say indicates they have creatively con· 
structed the message in their own way. 

In addition, in learning a second language, 
students must master the rules of sociolin
guistic appropriateness. They learn where, 
how, when, and with whom to use which 
forms effectively. Therefore, learning a 
second language encourages and perhaps 
even forces students to enter another world, 
a world in which old patterns, both social 
and linguistic, may not be appropriate. Stu
dents must acquire new patterns through 
observation of minute details in the speak
ing and gestural mannerisms of the model 
<the teacher>. Communicative competence 
becomes far more important than correct
ness. Factors such as how long to pause, 
when to laugh, and which person to address 
first in a group are important in certain 
crosscultural interactions. 

Other studies suggest still more possible 
benefits from the study of a second lan
guage. In "Foreign Languages and the 
Basics," the American Council on the 
Teaching of Foreign Languages Committee 
on the Basics describes studies that say stu
dents increase their English vocabulary, 
reading comprehension, and reading speed 
due to foreign language study. 

Dulay and Burt posit that just as children 
follow certain stages in learning their native 
language, so do students who are learning a 
second language. If this is indeed the case, 
individuals may have an innate capacity for 
acquiring a second language. This capacity, 
once tapped, may activate creative abilities 
as well as problem-solving skills which 
might otherwise remain dormant. 

For learners themselves, the most impor
tant reasons for studying languages may be 
their future careers. Today's students are 
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career-oriented, and they must not overlook 
jobs that require second languages. Teach
ing and interpreting are only two of many 
options available to those proficient in a for
eign language. 

In the private sector, international busi
ness is an expanding and promising field. As 
U.S. markets shrink and foreign markers 
expand, increasing numbers of businesses 
are reaching out to other parts of the world. 
At the same time, foreign companies are de
veloping their interests in this country at 
what many economists consider to be an 
alarming rate. 

U.S. and foreign businesses are often 
unable to recruit Americans with the neces
sary language skills. In 1977, for example, 
75 percent of the German companies hiring 
in this country filled the 9,000 positions 
available with German nationals. In addi
tion, the newspapers have reported major 
business failures due to linguistic and cul
tural gaffes made by Americans <e.g., Gen
eral Motors was unable to sell its Nova in 
Spanish-speaking countries, where no va 
means ""it doesn't go"). 

Foreign tourists to the United States now 
number in the millions every year; in fact, 
the numbers increased by more than 1,000 
percent in 20 years. Simultaneously, the 
U.S. population is changing rapidly, gaining 
more and more people who speak languages 
other than English natively. 

As a result, perhaps Americans will choose 
to learn the languages of other people, a 
phenomenon that will lead to a need for 
more teachers of languages. The need is not 
only for specialists in foreign language 
teaching, however. Since teachers serve as 
models for students, all teachers, particular
ly at the elementary level, should be knowl
edgeable about other languages and cul
tures. 

As the nation awakens to its own econom
ic and social needs in the years to come, 
career opportunities for those who com
mand more than one language will expand. 
Guidebooks on careers involving languages 
are available to teachers and counselors. 

In a rapidly changing world, links among 
people who make up the world community 
are both desirable and essential. The world 
becomes smaller when people build bridges 
toward friendship, understanding, and re
spect. Such relationships cannot develop 
when language serves as a barrier to com
munication. The future of the world may lie 
not with political decisions, but with individ
uals communicating with each other. 

Among our nation's goals should be a 
strong commitment to fostering the teach
ing of languages. We all look forward to the 
day when we are able to respect cultural 
and linguistic differences, while truly at
tempting to understand and learn about 
them.e 

HEALTH CARE INDUSTRY SELF
HELP TO QUALITY CARE 

HON. HAL DAUB 
OF NEBRASKA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, February 2, 1983 

e Mr. DAUB. Mr. Speaker, I commend 
leaders in the health care industry 
who have contributed to the recent 
publication entitled "Quest for Qual
ity." This book is a self-appraisal guide 
for long-term care facilities. It repre
sents a significant effort by the leader-
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ship of the health care industry 
toward assuring quality care in nurs
ing homes and long-term care facili
ties. These are the best judges of qual
ity care: Those people who are inextri
cably involved in the nursing home on 
a daily basis. 

This self-appraisal is peer assistance 
at its finest-a guidebook for nursing 
home people by nursing home people. 
It reflicts good standards set by pro
viders for themselves based upon years 
of experience. Through this guide, 
members of the health care industry 
that deal with long-term care chal
lenge their own people to take a criti
cal look at what is happening in their 
facilities, the reasons for it, and what 
improvements can be made. The book 
contains a series of evaluation forms 
on all aspects relating to long-term 
care and long-term care facilities. 

Special commendation for the out
come of this book go to John Snyder, 
Louisville, Ky.; Bruce Bonsel, Clar
ence, N.Y.; Alan Laites, New Britain, 
Conn.; Judith Brown, Sandra Bene
dict, Jack Vetter, Omaha, Nebr.; Eric 
Johnston, Scottsdale, Ariz.; Keith 
Holloway, Boise, Idaho; Henry Adams, 
Fort Worth, Tex., and Paul Ade, 
Carmel, Ind. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
long-term health care providers in 
their efforts at self-control of their in
dustry.e 

TENTH ANNIVERSARY OF SIGN
ING OF PARIS PEACE AC
CORDS 

HON. BEMJAMIN A. GILMAN 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, February 2, 1983 

e Mr. BENJAMIN. Mr. Speaker, last 
week marked the 10th anniversary of 
the signing of the Paris peace accords, 
a day of great joy for the thousands of 
Americans fighting in Vietnam. But 
for the families of the 2,500 Americans 
missing in action, whose loved ones are 
still unaccounted for, the Paris peace 
accords anniversary came _and went 
without any further information on 
their kin. 

Hundreds of the families gathered in 
Washington to mark this anniversary 
and to petition their Government for 
increased efforts on the MIA-POW 
issue. We were fortunate and honored 
to have two of the most influential 
and responsive Government officials 
address the MIA family gathering at 
the Hyatt Regency in Crystal City
our Commander in Chief, President 
Ronald Reagan, and his Adviser for 
National Security, William Clark. 

I am including their remarks in the 
RECORD so that all of my colleagues 
will fully comprehend the importance 
of this issue. President Reagan has 
pledged to the families of our missing 
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in action that resolution of this issue 
is both a personal and official goal. 
Judge Clark was specific in administer
ing initiatives to seek a full and final 
accounting of our missing in action. 

I would like to take this opportunity 
to commend the National League of 
Families for their excellent work in 
bringing together the MIA families 
from across the Nation. George 
Brooks, chairman of the board of the 
national league, and Ann Mills Grif
fiths, executive director of the league 
are dedicated and special people who 
have worked so hard toward a resolu
tion of the issue. I know that many of 
my colleagues will agree with me that 
their efforts have borne fruit in the 
past by working together with them, 
hopefully, we will continue to make a 
significant impact on our Nation's 
policies on our missing in action. 

Mr. Speaker, I insert the remarks of 
President Reagan and Judge Clark: 
ADDRESS BY THE PRESIDENT TO THE NATIONAL 

LEAGUE OF FAMILIES OF AMERICAN PRISON
ERS AND MISSING IN SOUTHEAST ASIA 
The PRESIDENT. Thank you. <Applause.) 

You've done that already. George Brooks, 
Ann Griffiths, members of the Board and 
family members and members of Congress, I 
think most of you know that during the 
course of any given day, we meet with an as
sortment of groups who represent a cross 
section of interests and causes. 

None of those meetings are routine, but I 
must tell you that this meeting today is 
more than special. The anguish you've suf
fered, the families of brave men of listed 
prisoners of war or missing in action, the 
misery of · anguish is unspeakable, some
thing the rest of us can really never know 
even in a partial measure. Twelve years ago, 
I said something to a group of you in Cali
fornia that I believe is even more true 
today. If they could be here today, millions 
of Americans, from every corner of this 
land, who have only a glimmer of your pain, 
would say to you, "We want with all our 
hearts to share your burden." 

And what a burden you've had to bear. 
You watched as we disengaged from Viet
nam and many of our prisoners of war re
turned for an emotional homecoming. 
You've seen task forces and committees 
hold hearings and issue reports that at
tempted to foreclose hope. But as the tragic 
flow of refugees from Indochina began a 
few years ago, those columns of humanity 
who had suffered hunger and thirst and dis
ease and piracy, brought with them first
hand, "live sighting" reports of American 
prisoners held captive after 1973. As this in
formation was investigated, respected fig
ures in the intelligence community reached 
personal conclusions that these reports were 
credible, even though the circumstance of 
the sightings prevented confirmation. 

But with these refugees and the news 
they brought, another tragedy was unfold
ing here at home. You, the families of our 
missing men, were trying to be heard, and 
yet, you were sometimes unfairly and cruel
ly branded as emotionally distraught groups 
that ignored reality and simply hoped 
against hope. 

Government and public attention began 
to wane. And instead of being a full partner 
with your government in attempts to learn 
the fates of loved ones, you were confronted 
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with legal rulings that presumed the loved 
ones were dead. You found yourselves quite 
literally on the outside, driven in some cases 
to demonstrate for attention in front of the 
White House gates. 

Well, today I want you to know that your 
vigil is over. Your government is attentive 
and intelligence assets of the United States 
are fully focused on this issue. <Applause.> 
Furthermore, I pledge to you, we will take 
decisive action on any live sighting report 
that can be confirmed. 

We're also working to achieve the ac
counting of our missing men. I'm sure you 
understand that some of these approaches 
must be done quietly. As Judge Clark told 
you yesterday, despite the differences be
tween our governments, we have followed 
up encouraging Lao response to the recent 
visit by the League's delegation. We are 
fully prepared to take additional, concrete 
steps with the Lao government to improve 
relations. I pledge to you that the progress 
on the POW / MIA issue will be the principle 
measure of their sincerity. I wish to recog
nize publicly their positive steps to date, 
and call upon them to continue with us in 
this humanitarian effort to end the years of 
uncertainty that you have endured. 

I , also, called on the government in Hanoi 
to honor their pledges to the American 
people on the POW /MIA issue. Not for me, 
not for our government, but for our missing 
men and those of you that did nothing to 
deserve the terrible emotional ordeal that 
you have endured. 

Now, these steps are an indication of how 
things are changing for the better, and how 
the work of those of you in the National 
League of Families has helped bring about 
this change. 

You are the ones who have forged a part
nership to realize our common quest-the 
return of all POWs, the fullest possible ac
counting for the still missing, and the repa
triation of the remains of those who died 
serving our nation. The myth that this 
effort is partisan or needlessly raises your 
hopes has now been dashed. 

The government bureaucracy now under
stands that these goals are the highest na
tional priority. And there is strong, biparti
san support in the Congress. <Applause.) 
Those Americans who attempted to dis
charge government responsibilities through 
private efforts should now understand that 
the full resources of our government are 
now committed to these goals. 

Today is a time for remembering many
the private donors, the Congressmen, and 
the government employees-all those who 
are dedicated to organizing and supporting a 
variety of projects to achieve our goals. Be
cause of the very nature of the work, they 
must shun publicity. But I want them to 
know that their quiet and responsible ef
forts represent the highest patriotic human
itarian values. I urge them to continue on 
with their work, regardless of the obstacles 
and frustrations, for the return home of 
only one of our men will be a personal 
reward of far greater value than any words 
spoken here today. 

But beyond all this, I have mentioned 
that there are, of course, those of you here 
today. Today, this is a room of heroes who 
kept a vigil of unprecedented faith and de
votion. Through all the years of heartbreak 
and mistrust, you have been the ones who 
have cared. You are the ones who asked for 
justice-for deeds, not words. 

The membership of the National League 
of Families, past and present board mem
bers, and your national office staff deserve 
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the gratitude and accolades of this nation. 
And I think I should mention other individ
uals who share our goals such as Fred Tra
velena, a returned POW Captain Jerry 
Coffee-who have, also, given without 
regard to personal gain. 

So all of us can be gratified that progress 
is being made, but never satisfied. We need 
greater public awareness from the American 
people. So I ask each American who hears 
or reads of this to find a way to help. No 
matter how small each individual effort 
may seem, it is needed. 

I ask too that you continue to provide us 
with positive suggestions through your 
Washington office. We welcome and solicit 
your help and cooperation as well as the 
criticism when you feel we deserve it. It's 
possible there will be differences from time 
to time on tactics and strategy, but I repeat: 
We are heartfelt allies and friends. Our 
goals are the same. 

The government is large. It's possible 
sometimes you'll hear voices that will sound 
contradictory or insensitive, but we're doing 
what we can to eliminate that. So, please, 
don't let it shake our larger faith. Only if 
we're united, only if we have faith in each 
other, can we finally hope to end the tragic 
ordeal that you've endured with such stead
fast and wondrous courage. 

I know I've spoken before and told of 
when the POWs did return immediately 
after the agreement. Nancy and I were for
tunate enough-I was Governor then in Sac
ramento-to have several hundred of them, 
not all at once, of course-couldn't get them 
in-but in groups, in our home. One who is 
here at this table this morning was one of 
those. We heard such stories. We saw then 
such courage. And one night afterward, I 
said to Nancy, "Where did we find such 
men?" And the answer came almost as 
quickly as I'd asked it. We found them 
where we've always found them-on the 
farms, in the shops, in the offices, on the 
streets, in towns and cities in America and 
farms. They're just the product of the 
greatest, freest system man has ever known. 
<Applause.> 

Speaking for Nancy and myself, you and 
they will be in our prayers. God bless you 
all. <Applause.> 
ADDRESS BY WILLIAM P. CLARK ASSISTANT TO 

THE PRESIDENT FOR NATIONAL SECURITY AF
FAIRS TO THE NATIONAL LEAGUE OF FAMILIES 

George Brooks, Ann Griffiths, Ladies and 
Gentlemen, President Reagan will be speak
ing with you tomorrow. I cannot overstate 
his personal and abiding commitment to our 
missing men and to you, their families. His 
deep personal involvement extends back 
many years and has been translated into 
policies, programs, and priorities which give 
all of us hope that seemingly impenetrable 
barriers to progress may yet be overcome. I 
know these barriers have been the cause of 
years of personal frustration and heart
break. While we cannot begin to experience 
the collective pain you have endured, you 
should know we are acutely aware of your 
added burdens with each passing day with
out progress. 

We recognize that with our higher priori
ty and our greater emphasis, there will be 
increased public awareness and greater de
mands for immediate, sometimes irresponsi
ble, action. We accept this willingly and in 
clear conscience, because we are committed 
.to responsible, effective action in the short
est possible timeframe. 

I will be as specific as possible today, 
trusting you will understand that we cannot 
publicly reveal all our initiatives. Hopefully, 
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what I can say will provide clear evidence 
that your government recognizes its respon
sibility and is faithfully discharging it. 

First, I would like to restate this Adminis
tration's policy positions. 

Resolution of the issues involving our 
missing men is a matter of highest national 
priority. 

This Administration will work unceasingly 
for the fullest possible accounting. 

Information now in our possession pre
cludes ruling out the possibility that Ameri
cans are still being detained against their 
will. 

Investigations of live sighting reports are 
assigned, and will continue to be assigned, 
highest priorities and necessary resources, 
based on the assumption that some Ameri
cans are still being held captive. 

We are firmly committed to the closest co
operation with the National League of Fam
ilies. 

These policy positions are more than mere 
words. In implementing them, we are simul
taneously pursuing a number of initiatives. 
Actions I report to you today have all oc
curred since your July meeting. 

First, intelligence collection priorities on 
the POW /MIA issue were once again raised 
late last year. Last month, a secretarial posi
tion was added to the Joint Casualty Reso
lution Center in Bangkok to free profession
al staff from administrative duties. 

This month, the addition of a language-ca
pable interviewer to the staff for a mini
mum period of 90 days, will augment JCRC 
capability to debrief refugees. 

We are in the midst of a review of overall 
needs of JCRC at the present time. 

Last July, your Board of Directors and 
Ann Griffiths met with my deputy, Bud 
McFarlane, and identified areas of specific 
concern to the families. Each was seriously 
addressed. Several of these concerns needed 
attention and became priority interagency 
action items. Although I reported separate
ly by memo to the League, I will briefly 
review the status of some of the major con
cerns expressed by your Board. 

IMPROVED CONTACT WITH NEXT OF KIN 

The Department of Defense and the indi
vidual services have given high priority to 
updating the next of kin address records. To 
complete this task, we will need the help of 
the families. A total of 2,857 letters have 
been mailed with a positive response rate of 
79 perc~nt. Follow-up action on over 400 un
delivered letters is underway with attempts 
to update addresses through other govern
ment agencies such as the Social Security 
and Veterans Administrations. The first 
issue of next-of-kin newsletters from the 
Defense Department has been mailed, and 
others will follow to advise family members 
on significant development. We would ap
preciate your assistance in obtaining infor
mation concerning families who have not re
sponded to the Department of Defense 
letter. 

EXPLOITATION OF REFUGEES 

In addition to the JCRC augmentation 
mentioned earlier, a complete review of our 
procedures and policies on refugee exploita
tion was conducted, first, at each Embassy 
in the appropriate country followed by con
solidation of results and interagency review. 
My original informational memo to the 
League indicated that we had confidence in 
the developed procedures. Subsequently we 
learned of problems not identified in the 
first review. We have made significant 
progress in resolving these problems and re-
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alize that they will require continuous 
review. 

The Department of Health and Human 
Services has taken action to assist in con
tacting Indochinese refugees who have re
settled in the United States and may have 
access to information on POWs and MIAs. 
On December 7, HHS sent almost 500 letters 
to refugee mutual assistance associations in 
the United States, requesting their coopera
tion in contacting their members for infor
mation on POWs and MIAs. The HHS letter 
was the most likely means of reaching refu
gees, as HHS no longer publishes a refugee 
newsletter and inclusion of a flyer of wel
fare checks has proved unworkable for a va
riety of reasons. Refugee organizations con
tacted were very sympathetic from a hu
manitarian point of view to the need for 
POW /MIA information, but they did not 
wish their cooperation to appear to be 
linked to the receipt of public assistance. 

DIPLOMATIC ACTIONS 

In our regular contacts with officials of 
friendly foreign governments, we now em
phasize the need that they raise the POW I 
MIA issue in their contacts with the con
cerned governments. We believe that ap
proaches from such countries make the Vi
etnamese and Lao aware that the POW I 
MIA issue is of interest to other countries as 
well as the United States. We will continue 
to seek the assistance of countries having 
diplomatic relations with Vietnam. 

INCREASED PUBLIC AWARENESS 

The Department of Defense has devel
oped two television public service announce
ments which have been distributed to over 
400 stations. Additional such announce
ments will be developed and distributed. In 
addition, we are actively supporting private
ly developed television public service an
nouncements and public awareness activi
ties by veterans groups and others. A new 
Department of Defense Fact Book has now 
been published and is available. Public 
statements by the President and other Ad
ministration officials have been made and 
will continue. Both the Secretary of De
fense and the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff have asked the individual services 
to actively support awareness by publicizing 
the issue throughout all major commands. 
In addition, the Defense Department is reg
ularly distributing POW /MIA articles for 
publication in the magazines of major veter
ans groups. 

TALKS WITH THE LAO GOVERNMENT 

We were gratified to note the positive re
ception by the Lao Government to the 
League delegation in September, and are 
very grateful to the League for its most re
sponsible role in aiding the dialogue. This 
was followed in October with a visit to Vien
tiane by a senior State Department official. 
We are hopeful of further substantive 
progress, and have proposed specific, posi
tive steps we are prepared to take in re
sponse to concrete action by the Lao Gov
ernment. We have told them we are pre
pared to move toward improved relations 
but that concrete action by each side is nec
essary. These actions must involve a sus
tained pattern of progress on the POW/ 
MIA issue. 

STRENGTHENING THE INTERAGENCY GROUP 

The POW /MIA issue cuts across many 
agencies of government, and thus requires 
close and full interagency coordination. Our 
review of the POW /MIA Interagency 
Group, which includes State, Defense, the 
Defense Intelligence Agency, the Joint 
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Chiefs of Staff, Congressional, League and 
National Security Council representation, 
concluded that the Group is the most effec
tive forum for such coordination. Your 
League representative is a full participant in 
all discussions. I assure you that her views 
are actively solicited, and her representation 
of your concerns acts as a conscience for us 
all. 

In addition to the Lao initiative, we are 
pursuing contacts with the Vietnamese. In 
September the Vietnamese agreed to our 
longstanding request for regular technical 
discussions on POW /MIA matters. They 
have agreed to four sessions a year, the first 
of which was held in Hanoi in December. 

Although no major breakthroughs oc
curred, the discussions were productive and 
the US delegation was taken to a reported 
crash site. The League proposal to be in
cluded in these discussions was given serious 
consideration by the Interagency Group 
and was again reviewed at the White House. 
We are firmly convinced government-to-gov
ernment channels are the most effective 
way to resolve the accounting issue, but we 
are acutely aware of the need to keep the 
League informed on our progress in these 
sessions. As I pledged in a letter to your 
Board Chairman George Brooks, we have 
consulted and will continue to consult with 
Ann Griffiths, your representative on the 
Interagency Group. These discussions will 
cover our talking points and objectives prior 
to these meetings and full and candid de
briefings afterwards. If the current govern
ment-to-government process slows, we will 
expect to call on the League to aid in restor
ing momentum. 

We hope these meetings will move us for
ward. Vietnamese cooperation in fulfilling 
the humanitarian obligation is mandatory. 
Their past refusal to cooperate is the pri
mary obstacle to progress on the accounting 
issue. The importance we attach to resolu
tion of the POW /MIA issue has been re
peatedly impressed upon the Vietnamese
there is no question they understand our 
priority and commitment. In August we met 
in Hawaii with the Vietnamese and renewed 
our offers to assist them in searching for 
missing Americans. We will continuously 
and relentlessly press for progress and coop
eration. 

The Vietnamese, while publicly agreeing 
that this is a humanitarian issue, uncon
nected wth policy considerations, consistent
ly attempt linkage to questions of their per
ceived national interest. We consider such 
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private operations in the belief government 
inaction demanded such activity. We will
ingly receive information concerning POW I 
MIAs from any source, but are resolutely 
opposed to private cross-border forays. Such 
actions interfere with and damage legiti
mate efforts on a number of fronts. Our ex
perience has been that such private initia
tives operate with faulty or fabricated intel
ligence and lack even marginally adequate 
operational capabilities. We are aware that 
in many instances, private citizens have 
been approached to contribute funds to fi
nance these efforts. Some of you may have 
contributed even large sums, and this has 
resulted only in increased frustration. We 
must work together to ensure that the cur
rent visibility of this issue, achieved by our 
collective effort to generate public aware
ness, does not bring to the fore irresponsible 
individuals whose interest may lie in other 
than valid resolution or bring forth reckless 
claims of guaranteed results. We appeal to 
you, the families-should you be ap
proached with POW /MIA information-to 
provide that information to the government 
for evaluation and follow up. You have been 
assured by the President and the Secretary 
of Defense that upon confirmation of Amer
icans held in captivity, appropriate action 
will be taken to ensure their return. I assure 
you that this pledge was not made lightly. 

I am as forthcoming as possible with you 
today, knowing you realize that all our ef
forts cannot be reported. Hopefully, what 
you have heard today and will hear tomor
row from the President, will convince you 
that we not only care deeply about our miss
ing men and you, their families, but that we 
are devoting highest priority resources to 
the task of obtaining the release of any pris
oners who may still be held, the fullest pos
sible accounting of those still missing, and 
the repatriation of remains of those who 
died serving our nation. The tools we need 
are active and in-place and public awareness 
is growing. Let us hope and pray together 
that the new year will give us the results 
you have worked for all these years. While 
each day we await results adds to your 
burden, it also adds to our determination to 
succeed.• 

AMERICAN CONSERVATION 
CORPS ACT OF 1983 

HON. SILVIO 0. CONTE 
tactics brutally cruel and unfair to our miss- OF MASSACHUSETTS 
ing men and to you, the families. I say to 
them today that it is in their national inter- IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
est to respond positively and fully on this Wednesday, February 2, 1983 
issue. Without such a response, the Viet-
namese are engendering a perception of in- • Mr. CONTE. Mr. Speaker, last week 
credible cruelty in the hearts of the families Mr. SEIBERLING and I, along with many 
of our missing men and the American of our colleagues, introduced the 
people. Continued violations of this most "American Conservation Corps Act of 
fundamental of moral principles can lead 1983." As of today, there are approxi
them only further into international isola- mately 141 House cosponsors. The 
tion. I appeal to them to begin the process 
of rejoining the family of man by respond- identical Senate version was intro-
ing positively on this issue. You are running duced by Senators MOYNIHAN and MA
out of patience, the American people are THIAS on the same day, January 26, 
running out of patience and so is your gov- 1983. 
ernment. The time is now here for the Gov- The bill cleared the House during 
ernment in Hanoi to respond before they in- the 97th Congress by a wide margin, 
flict upon themselves the long-term indigna- with bipartisan support, 291 to 101. 
tion of the traditionally warm and caring Unfortunately, the bill died in the 
American people. 

We are encouraged to see the developing' Senate during the rush of the lame-
consensus that we are serious about our duck session. 
goal to resolve the POW /MIA issue. Well in- Every Member of this Congress 
tentioned citizens have heretofore mounted knows the economic problems we face 
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as a Nation. Unemployment-by far 
the most pressing and most devastat
ing element of a recession-is still a 
major concern. The jobless rate today 
remains unacceptably high. 

When the program is in full swing, 
the American Conservation Corps 
could employ 100,000 young men and 
women, including summer jobs. Also, 
the corps program could be imple
mented in time to help the growing 
number of jobless. Some estimate that 
youth could be put to work in 30 to 60 
days from the time of enactment. 

Besides increasing employment in a 
group that is experiencing the highest 
annual rate of unemployment, the 
work of the corps is worthwhile and 
needed. This is not a make-work pro
gram. Some of the projects that could 
be undertaken by ACC include conser
vation of forests and rangelands; revi
talization of urban areas; preservation 
of historic and cultural sites; develop
ment and maintenance of recreational 
areas, roads, trails, and so forth. The 
ACC will serve a productive and useful 
purpose. 

The end results of such a program 
are certainly important, but, as Mem
bers of Congress, we must consider the 
cost effectiveness of each and every 
proposal brought before us. This bill is 
no different. Programs like the ACC 
have a clear and demonstrated record 
of success. During the last Congress, 
administration officials testified 
before a House subcommittee that for 
each dollar spent in the YCC program, 
$1.04 was returned in the value of the 
work, averaged nationwide. In the case 
of the YACC. the cost/benefit ratio is 
even higher; the average return was 
$1.20. In fact, for some individual 
cases, the value of the work reached 
over $7 per dollar expended. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to 
support this legislation as it proceeds 
through the House. The establishment 
of an American Conservation Corps 
will provide jobs for youth in a trou
bled economy while at the same time 
addressing legitimate conservation 
needs.e 

THE RESIDENTIAL MORTGAGE 
PENSION INVESTMENT ACT OF 
1983 

HON. JOHN N. ERLENBORN 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, February 2, 1983 

e Mr. ERLENBORN. Mr. Speaker, 
today my colleagues <Mr. CONABLE, Mr. 
PICKLE, Mr. REGULA, and Mrs. ROUKE
MA) and I are introducing legislation 
designed to place residential mortgage 
investments on a more equal footing 
with other investments available to 
private pension funds. Our objective is 
to remove barriers that may exist to 
such pension fund investments while 
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retaining necessary protections for 
pension plan participants and benefici
aries as is the basic intent of the un
derlying ERISA statute <Employee 
Retirement Income Security Act of 
1974). 

We are hopeful that during the 
course of consideration of our bill, the 
Residential Mortgage Pension Invest
ment Act of 1983, the $500-plus billion 
private pension industry will awaken 
to those characteristics of residential 
mortgage investments which make 
them a suitable vehicle to meet the in
vestment goals of private pension 
funds. Even an additional 1 percent 
commitment by our Nation's private 
pension plans would mean over $5 bil
lion in new funds for housing which 
would aid in restoring the health of 
the housing industry and help put the 
dream of a home within the reach of 
the people of this country. 

The impediment to residential mort
gage investment which our bill seeks 
to relieve relates to ERISA's so-called 
prohibited transaction provisions. In 
the past, the statutory scheme under 
which exemptions from the prohibited 
transactions can be obtained has 
proven to be an overly cumbersome 
one which is fraught with delay. In 
the fall of 1981, my colleague, J. J. 
PICKLE, and I wrote to Labor Secretary 
Donovan urging him to give consider
ation to the pending class exemption 
applications which had been made by, 
among others, the National Associa
tion of Home Builders, the National 
Coordinating Committee for Multiem
ployer Pension Plans, and the United 
States League of Savings Associations. 
In May of 1982, a final exemption for 
transactions involving certain residen
tial mortgage financing arrangements 
was issued by the Department of 
Labor. 

Since the time the class exemption 
was issued, the National Association of 
Home Builders and others have 
brought to the attention of the De
partment of Labor and the Congress 
certain provisions of the exemption 
which may be overly restrictive and 
which could, thus, defeat the intent of 
the exemption. In response, Labor Sec
retary Donovan has made public the 
administration's views as to the ele
ments that should be present in any 
statutory replacement for the earlier 
issued administrative class exemption. 
We are of the understanding that our 
bill meets the principles enunciated by 
the Secretary and, therefore, we look 
forward to the support of the adminis
tration in this legislative effort. 

Our bill meets the Secretary's first 
requirement that any legislative 
change would have to be accomplished 
by means of an amendment to 
ERISA's prohibited transaction provi
sions, and the corresponding provi
sions under the Internal Revenue 
Code, and would not affect the fiduci
ary responsibility provisions under 
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ERISA section 404 or the prohibitions 
against self-dealing under section 
406(b). 

The bill also meets the second re
quirement that there be an objective 
arms-length standard which would 
apply to every transaction covered by 
the exemption. 

In accordance with the third re
quirement, the legislation provides 
that only those mortgages which are 
eligible for purchase through an estab
lished FNMA, GNMA, or FHLMC pro
gram can qualify for an exemption, 
except that the dollar limit that may 
otherwise be applicable to the pur
chase of individual mortgages under 
these programs may be ignored. We 
agree with the Secretary's reasons for 
insisting on this safeguard in that, 
without an independent fiduciary to 
scrutinize the specifics of such trans
actions, there is a strong need for inde
pendent objective, and verifiable 
standards. The standards which these 
programs provide are ones that have 
stood the test of the marketplace. 

The bill includes a definition of eligi
ble residential dwelling unit which en
compasses multifamily housing. 

In summary, the Residential Mort
gage Pension Investment Act of 1983 
will enable prudent investments to be 
made in residential mortgages by em
ployee benefit plans covered under 
ERISA. The relaxation of existing reg
ulatory barriers will open up a new 
source of long-term capital for mort
gage investment which can simulta
neously benefit plan participants, the 
housing industry, and the Nation's 
prospective homeowners.e 

A TRIBUTE TO SELMA'S LEGEND 

HON. RICHARD C. SHELBY 
OF ALABAMA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, February 2, 1983 

e Mr. SHELBY. Mr. Speaker, Dallas 
County in Alabama's Seventh Con
gressional District, suffered a great 
loss recently with the death of Paul 
Malone Grist, 84, of Selma. 

Grist died of a heart attack follow
ing the Alabama-Illinois football game 
in the Liberty Bowl on December 29, 
1982. 

"Mr. Grist was one of the finest gen
tlemen I have ever known," said Uni
versity of Alabama athletic director 
Paul "Bear" Bryant. "I had the great
est respect for Mr. Grist. He was a 
great man. He did an awful lot for 
young people for as long as I can re
member. He had a lot of class. We'll 
all miss him," Bryant said. 

Not many people achieve the meas
ure of admiration and respect that 
Grist enjoyed. He earned that admira
tion and respect because he genuinely 
cared about people and about the wel
fare of his community. 
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A Marietta, Ga., native, Grist came 

to Selma in 1919 as physical director 
of the YMCA and never left. He was 
probably most famous in sports circles 
for being the first coach and lifetime 
friend of another Selma legend, the 
late Ralph "Shug" Jordan, Auburn 
University's football coach. 

Grist was best known as a basketball 
coach but also coached wrestling, 
swimming, volleyball, gymnastics, 
boxing, football, and baseball. 

The list of Grist's honors is long, 
topped by his induction into the Ala
bama Sports Hall of Fame in 1975 and 
the Alabama Academy of Honor in 
1973. He served annually on the staff 
of the YMCA Blue Ridge Assembly at 
Black Mountain, N.C., and in 1969, was 
honored there when a room in Lee 
Hall was dedicated to him. In 1964, the 
University of Alabama bestowed on 
Grist the honorary degree of doctor of 
humanities. An Exchange club of 
Selma, Book of Golden Deeds award 
recipient, Grist was further honored 
in 1973 when the Alabama Legislature 
renamed Valley Creek State Park the 
Paul M. Grist State Park. 

Grist's active work at the Selma 
YMCA ended when he retired as gen
eral secretary in 1964, but his influ
ence and dedication remained strQng 
to the city's two YMCA's, that were 
named for him and Brown. 

Selma's annual "Boy of the Year" 
trophy is also named for him. Grist's 
service to Selma includes work with 
the local Heart Fund campaign and 
service as past district governor of 
Rotary International, being made a 
"Paul Harris Fellow" by the Selma 
Rotary Club in 1975. He has also 
served with the American Red Cross, 
Salvation Army, State 4-H Club Foun
dation, and the Dallas County Ministe
rial Association. 

Grist said, in a profile article about 
him in April 1980, that he attributed 
all his accomplishments to "the 
women in my life." His late wife, Tiny, 
the former Frances Hobbs Morrison, 
"was the backbone of anything I ever 
did," he said then. "My mother set a 
good Christian example • • • my 
mother-in-law was like having another 
mother." Grist and his wife were mar
ried in 1924. She died 37 years later. 

Grist's survivors include two sisters
in-law in Selma, Mrs. Frank Hardy and 
Mrs. Baker Riddle; a nephew, Ralph 
Hinman of Columbus, Ga., and a 
niece, Martha Sue Bone, of Georgia. 

Paul Malone Grist's life should serve 
as a memorial to him for all time in 
Selma, for he truly devoted it to serv
ing the people that he loved and cared 
for. He left many fond memories and I 
am sure that this fine gentleman will 
never be forgotten. 

Known for his positive philosophy 
on life and living, Grist had a favorite 
quote: 

For life is a mirror of king and slave, 'tis 
just what we are and do. So give to the 
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world what you have and the best will come 
back to you.e 

MORE CHRISTIANS IN LABOR 
CAMPS IN THE U.S.S.R. 

HON.LARRY McDONALD 
OF GEORGIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, February 2, 1983 

• Mr. McDONALD. Mr. Speaker, how
ever westernized Mr. Andropov is sup
posed to be, no one has accused him of 
any mass release of Russian Christians 
from jail. In fact, the latest news from 
the Soviet Union has him arresting 
housewives who are out shopping for 
scarce items when they are supposed 
to be at work. The list that follows 
represents many more Christians pres
ently gracing the Soviet gulags who 
are in need of our concern and pray
ers, and who probably would appreci
ate a change in U.S. foreign policy to 
reflect greater concern over this bla
tant repression of religion. The list fol
lows: 

Kinas, Ivan Ervinovich. Home address: 
Erna Avgustovna Kinas <wife), ul. Fabrich
naya, 34, g. Tokmak, Kirghiz.skaya SSR 
722200, Soviet Union, b. July 5, 1951, 5 chil
dren. Arrested: February 13, 1982. Sentence: 
<2nd) 5 years strict plus confiscation. 

Kirilyuk, Anatoli Prokofyevich. Home ad
dress: Nadezhda Nikitichna Kirilyuk, ul. 
Chernomorskaya, 79, g. Voroshilovgrad 
348003, Soviet Union, b. August 18, 1944, 7 
children. Camp address: 317/16 otr. 4, p/o 
Kryukovo OP, Poltavskaya obi. 315040, 
Soviet Union. Arrested: October 2, 1980. 
Sentence: 3 years ordinary. 

Klassen, Roman <Rudolph> Davidovich. 
Home address: Talita Voldemarovna Klas
sen <wife), ul. Maly proyezd, 19a, g. Kara
ganda, Karagandinskaya oblast, Kazakhs
kaya SSR 470015, Soviet Union, b. Septem
ber 24, 1931. Camp address: uchr. NK 159/7 
otr. 9, Malena Dolenka, Karagandinskaya 
oblast, Kazakhskaya SSR 472360, Soviet 
Union. Arrested: June 20, 1980, Sentence: 
<2nd> 3 years strict. 

Klimoshenko, Nikolai Stepanovich. Home 
address: Vera Gavrilovna Klimoshenko 
<wife), ul. Dm. Ulyanova, 150, g. Kherson 
325001, Soviet Union, b. February 16, 1937, 7 
children. Camp address: p/ya YuZ 17 /7 br. 
22, s. Staraya Zburevka, g. Kherson-Gopri 
326244, Soviet Union. Arrested: August 18, 
1980, Sentence: 2 years ordinary. 

Klyatt, Daniil Leonardovich. Home ad
dress: Margarita Geingoldova Klyatt <wife), 
ul. Lugovaya, 10, g. Shuchinsk, Kokchetavs
kaya oblast, Kazakhskaya SSR 476410, 
Soviet Union, b. June 21, 1952, 3 children. 
Camp address: OK 166/1 8-80, pos. Gran
itny, Kokchetavskaya oblast 476120, Soviet 
Union. Arrested: June 27, 1980, Sentence: 
2.5 ordinary. 

Kosachevich, Lubov Mkhailovna. Home 
address: Nadezhda Vladimirovna Kosache
vich <mother>, ul. Nadezhdinskaya, 24, g. 
Ivangorod, Leningradskaya obi., Soviet 
Union, b. January 8, 1952. Camp address: 
YuL 34/5 "K" otr. 10, g. Kozlovka, Chu
vashskaya ASSR 429430, Soviet Union. Ar
rested: January 5, 1980, Sentence: 3 years 
ordinary. 

Kostenyuk, Viktor Iosifovich, Home ad
dress: Vyacheslav Kostenyuk <son), ul. Gai-
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Iara, 1-b. kv. 44, g. Chernovtsy, Chernovits
kaya oblast 274029, Soviet Union, b. Decem
ber 6, 1935. Camp address: S/K 15, Krasny 
Yar TETs-2, g. Volgodonsk-9, Rostovskaya 
oblast 347346, Soviet Union. Arrested: Janu
ary 5, 1980, Sentence: 3 years ordinary. 

Kostyuchenko, Grigory Vasilievich. Home 
address: Lubov Fyodorevna Kostyuchenko 
<wife), ul. Bratskaya, 219, g. Timoshevsk, 
Krasnodarsky krai 353760, Soviet Union, b. 
October 6, 1934, 10 children. Camp address: 
spetsgorodok, ul. Promyshlennaya 4, kom. 
11, g. Usinsk, Komi ASSR 169706, Soviet 
Union. Arrested: April 7, 1981, Sentence: 
<4th> 2 years strict. 

Kozorezov, Aleksei Timofeyevich. Home 
address: Aleksandra Timofeyevna Kozore
zova <wife), ul. Oboronnaya, 92, g. Voroshi
lovgrad 348047, Soviet Union, b. July 18, 
1933, 10 children. Camp address: uchr. 
YeCh 325/92 3-31, s. Stariye Babany, 
Umansky raion, Cherkasskaya oblast 
258915, Soviet Union. Arrested: December 
26, 1980, Sentence: (3rd) 3 years strict. 

Kozorezova, Aleksandra Timofeyevna. 
Home address: ul. Oboronnaya 92, g. Voro
shilovgrad 348037, Soviet Union, b. January 
25, 1936, 10 children. Arrested: August 29, 
1981, Sentence: 3 years conditional. 

Kruchinin, Nikolai Nikolayevich. Home 
address: Ludmila Vasilievna Kruchinina 
<wife), ul Grazhdanskaya, 19, g. Dedovsk, 
Moskovskaya obl. 143530, Soviet Union, b. 
February 1, 1943, 7 children. Camp address: 
p/ya YaU-114/I otr. 5, g. Tomsk 634062, 
Soviet Union. Arrested: June 4, 1980, Sen
tence: <2nd) 3 years strict. 

Kurs, Lubov Sergeyevna. Home address: 
ul. Dashkovskaya, 11, g. Mogilev 212012, 
Soviet Union, b. November 10, 1958, 1 child. 
Arrested: August 18, 1981, Sentence: 1 year 
forced labor. 

Lakotosh, Pavel Vasilevich. Home address: 
Pavlina Vasilievna Lakotosh <mother>, s. 
Deshkovitsa, 89, Irshavsky raion, Zakarpats
kaya oblast 295205, Soviet Union, b. June 
1952. Camp address: uchr. YaE 308/26 14-
143, g. Zheltiye Vody, Dnepropetrovskaya 
oblast 322530, Soviet Union. Arrested: July 
7, 1981, Sentence: 3 years ordinary. 

Lamert, Nikolai Andreyevich. Home ad
dress: Ekaterina Abramovna Lamert <wife), 
ul. Urozhainaya, 55-b, g. Issyk, Enbekshika
zakhsky raion, Alma-Atinskaya oblast, Ka
zakhstan, Soviet Union, b. April 6, 1953, 2 
children. Unrestricted Settlement: pos. 
Zhairem-1 obshch. 4 kom. 5, Dzhezkazgans
kaya oblast, Kazakhskaya SSR 472751, 
Soviet Union. Arrested: February 11, 1980, 
Sentence: 3 years ordinary. 

Lavrents, Arthur Efremovich. Home ad
dress: Lidia Yemelyanovna Lavrents <wife), 
ul. Kirova, 28, pos. Maryanovka, Omskaya 
obi. 646040, Soviet Union, b. May 25, 1935, 4 
children. Arrested: June 17, 1981, Sentence: 
2 years conditional. 

Lebzak, Aleksandr Viktorovich. Home ad
dress: Ella Yakovlevna Lebzak <mother>. ul. 
Kolkhoznaya, 19, g. Berislav, Khersonskaya 
oblast 326860, Soviet Union, b. January 18, 
1963. Camp address: p/ya YuZ 17 /7 92, s. 
Staraya Zburevka, Kherson-Gopri 326244, 
Soviet Union. Arrested: May 18, 1981, Sen
tence: 3.5 years ordinary. 

Leven, Genrikh Genrikhovich. Home ad
dress: ul. Tsentralnaya, 138, s. Lugovsk, p/o 
Podolsk, Krasnogvardeisky r-n, Orenburgs
kaya oblast, Soviet Union, b. April 23, 1963. 
Camp address: p/ya 25/6-3, st. Stenkino, 
Ryazanskaya oblast. Arrested: January 19, 
1982, Sentence: 4 years ordinary. 

Levtsenyuk, Nikolai Dmitrievich. Home 
address: Lidia Ivanovna Levtsenyuk <wife), 
ul. Pionerskaya, 42, g. Chervonoarmeisk, 
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Rovenskaya oblast 265000, Soviet Union, b. 
April 10, 1936, 7 children. Arrested: 1982, 
Sentence: 2 years conditional. 

Loginova, Nadezhda Nikolayevna. Home 
address: Anatoly Gennadievich Loginov 
<son), ul. Mayakovskogo, 2la, kv. 3, g. Mag
nitogorsk, Chelyabinskaya oblast, Soviet 
Union, b. March 30, 1943, 2 children. Arrest
ed: March 13, 1982. 

Lovkaitis, Vatslava Osipovna. Home Ad
dress: Zhdanovich Taresa Stepanovna 
<mother), ul. Mikronnaya, 79 kv. 2, g. Barna
ul , Altaisky krai 656041, Soviet Union, b. No
vember 18, 1932. Camp address: UN 1612/35 
otr. 11, g. Mariinsk, Kemerovskaya oblast, 
Soviet Union. Arrested: November 26, 1981, 
Sentence: 1 year ordinary. 

Lyashchenko, Boris Vladimirovich. Home 
address: Anna Ivanovna Lyashchenko 
<wife>. Bulvar Gvardeisky, 22 kv. 20, g. Za
porozhye 330099, Soviet Union, b. April 6, 
1959. Arrested: June 10, 1982, Sentence: 1 
year forced labor. 

Malkhov, Gennady Demidovich. Home ad
dress: Nadezhda Mikhailovna Malakhov 
<wife), ul. Admirala Makarova, 5, g. Milito
pol , Zaporozhskaya oblast 332311, Soviet 
Union. b. July 31, 1938. Camp address: YaYa 
310/ 20 A-8, g. Volnyansk, Zaporozhskaya 
oblast 332000, Soviet Union. Arrested: May 
11, 1981, Sentence: 3 years ordinary. 

Marchenko, Stanislav Pavlovich. Home 
Address: Maria Mikhailovna Marchenko 
<mother), ul Volynskaya, 7, g. Zaporozhye 
330026, Soviet Union, b. 1960. Arrested: 
June 8, 1982. 

Markevich, Veniamin Aleksandrovich. 
Home Address: Lubov Ilyevna Markevich 
<wife), ul. Dalnaya, 22, pos. Zavodskoi, g. 
Ordzhonikidze 362907, Soviet Union, b. 
April 19, 1938, 11 children. Camp address: p/ 
ya YaN 68/4, p. Dachny, g. Ordzhonikidze 
362907, Soviet Union. Arrested: August 2, 
1981, Sentence: 1 year ordinary. 

Mashnitsky, Nikolai Alekseyevich. Home 
address: Leonida Antonovna Mashnitskaya 
<wife), pl. 8 Marta d. 9, Vinitsa, Vinitskaya 
obl. 286003, Soviet Union, b. December 18, 
1927, 7 children. Camp address: uch. IV 301-
59 otr. 10 br. 102, p. Trudovoi, Pischansky r
n, Vinitskaya obl. 288371, Soviet Union. Ar
rested: March 5, 1980, Sentence: <2nd) 2.5 
years strict. 

Mashnitsky, Pyotr Nikolayevich. Home 
address: Leonida Antonovna Mashnitskaya 
<mother), Ploshchad 8-go Marta 9, g. Vin
nitsa, Vitnnitskaya oblast 286003, Soviet 
Union, b. April 30, 1956. Arrested: April 29, 
1982, Sentence: 1.5 years ordinary. 

Matveichuk, Ivan Zotovich. Home address: 
Lubov Stepanovna Matveichuk <wife), ul. 
Shkolnaya, 20, g. Zdolbunovo, Rovenskaya 
oblast 265670, Soviet Union, b. April 27, 
1917, 4 children. Camp address: MKh 324/78 
otr. 3 br. 32, s. Raikovtsy, Khmelnitskaya 
oblast 281428, Soviet Union. Arrested: 
March 17, 1981, Sentence: 3 years ordinary. 

Meged, Vasily Karpovich. Home address: 
Klavdiya Makarovna Meged <wife), ul. No
voselovskaya, 44, g. Kizlyar, Dagestanskaya 
ASSR 368800, Soviet Union, b. August 15, 
1923, 7 children. Arrested: April 6, 1982. 

Meshko, Yuri Vasilievich. Home address: 
Anna Mikhailovna Meshko <mother), S. 
Kinchash 1, Uzhgorodsky r-n, Zakarpats
kaya obl., Soviet Union, b. June 10, 1949, 1 
child. Arrested: February 9, 1982, Sentence: 
<2nd) 3 years ordinary. 

Minayev, Nikolai Ivanovich. Home ad
dress: Iroida Filippovna Minayeva <wife), ul. 
Novoselskaya, 19, g. Orel, Orlovskaya oblast 
302004, Soviet Union, b. April 14, 1929. Ar
rested: February 21, 1982. 

Mikhailenko, Sergei Vasilievich. Home ad
dress: Raisa Yakovlevna Mikhailenko 
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<mother>. ul. Mukasha Abdrayeva 80, g. 
Frunze, Kirghizskaya SSR 420046, Soviet 
Union, February 28, 1962. Camp address: p/ 
ya 36/1 1-13, s. Moldavanovka, Alamedinsky 
raion, Kirghizskaya SSR 722179, Soviet 
Union. Arrested: August 6, 1981, Sentence: 
1.5 years ordinary. 

Mikhailenko, Yakov Vasilievich. Home ad
dress: Vera Leotievna Mikhailenko <wife), 
ul. Leningradskaya 122, g. Frunze, Kirghizs
kaya SSR 420014, Soviet Union, b. Septem
ber 22, 1951, 2 children. Camp address: p/ya 
36/1 1-13, s. Moldavanovka, Alamedinsky 
raion, Kirghizskyaa SSR 722179, Soviet 
Union. Arrested: August 6, 1981, Sentence: 2 
years ordinary. 

Minyakov, Dmitri Vasilievich. Home ad
dress: Valdimir Dmitrievich Minyakov <son), 
ul. Sugise, 3, g. Valga, Estonia, Soviet Union, 
b. February 18, 1922, 5 children. Camp ad
dress: uchr. AB 261/4, pos. Upmar, g. Maga
dan 685025, Magdanskaya oblast, Soviet 
Union. Arrested: January 21, 1981, Sen
tence: 5 years strict plus confiscation. 

Missiruk, Stepan Nikitovich. Home ad
dress: Lubov Petrovna Missiruk <wife), ul. 
Rudneva, 19, g. Beltsy, Moldavskaya SSR, 
Soviet Union, b. June 6, 1931. Arrested: 
June 6, 1982. 

Mosha, Viktor Kuzmich. Home address: 
Nina Mikhailovna Mosha <wife), ul. Lermon
tova-1, g. Dergachi, Kharkovskaya oblast, 
Soviet Union, b. November 9, 1935. Camp 
address: OR 318/46, s. Yekaterinovka, g. 
Samy, Rovenskaya oblast 265452, Soviet 
Union. Arrested: November 10, 1981, Sen
tence: 3 years strict. 

Makhovitsky, Fyodor Mikhailovich. Home 
address: Klavdia Aleksandrovna Makhovits
kaya <wife), ul. Podvodnika Kuzmina, 20-1, 
g. Leningrad 198215, Soviet Union, b. Octo
ber 5, 1930, 7 children. Camp address: K 
231/1-43-8, p/o Krutoborka, Verkhne
kamsky raion, Kirovskaya oblast 168233, 
Soviet Union. Arrested: August 14, 1981, 8 
Sentence: <2nd>. 

Nagorny, Anatoli Konstantinovich. Home 
address: M. Kh. Nagornaya <mother), ul. Is
toricheskaya 38, kv. 53, g. Zaporozhye 
330009, Soviet Union, b. November 14, 1956. 
Arrested: April 20, 1982, Sentence: 3 years 
ordinary. 

Nazarevich, Anton Antonovich. Home ad
dress: Sofia Timofeyevna Nazarevich <wife), 
ul. Mayakovskaya, 31 kv. 7, g. Lutsk, Volyns
kaya oblast 263002, Soviet Union, b. July 18, 
1945. Camp address: uchr. IV 301/59 br. 143, 
s. Trudovoye, Peschansky raion, Vinnits
kaya oblast 288700, Soviet Union. Arrested: 
January 8, 1982, Sentence: 3 years ordinary. 

Neufeld, Heinrich Ivanovich. Home ad
dress: Lilia Ivanovna Neufeld <wife), ul. 
Krupskaya, 11, g. Makinsk, Tselinograds
kaya obl., Kazakhskaya SSR 474010, Soviet 
Union, b. August 1, 1930, 6 children. Camp 
address: !Ch 167 /5 4-42, g. Turkestan, 
Chimketskaya oblast, Kazakhskaya SSR 
487010, Soviet Union. Arrested: March 24, 
1981, Sentence: 3 years ordinary. 

Nikita, Georgi Andryevich. Home address: 
Elizaveta Mefodievna Nikita <wife), ul. 
Borisa Glavana, 27, pos. Strasheny, Mol
davskaya SSR 278250, Soviet Union, b. De
cember 5, 1947, 5 children. Camp address: p/ 
ya OShch 29/5 "d", g. Kagul 278830, Mol
davskaya SSR, Soviet Union. Arrested: De
cember 16, 1980, Sentence: 4 years ordinary 
plus confiscation. 

Nikitkov, Aleksandr Valentinovich. Home 
address: Zinaida Vasilievna Nikitokova 
<wife), ul. Chapeyeva, 113, Kanishchevo, 
Ryzanskaya obl. 391001, Soviet Union, b. 
August 3, 1934, 6 children. Camp address: p/ 
ya 288/1 10-30, Nizhny lngash, Kras-
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noyasky krai 663850, Soviet Union. Arrest
ed: September 3, 1979, Sentence: 3 years 
construction. 

Oleinik, Pyotr Ivanovich. Home address: 
Lidia Mikhailovna Oleinik <wife), ul. Vatu
tina, 9 kv. 4, g. Lvov 290005, g. Lvov 290005, 
Soviet Union, b. April 10, 1932, 7 children. 
Arrested: February 23, 1982. 

Oselsky, Ivan Zakharovich. Home address: 
Maria Filippovna Oselskaya <wife), ul. S. 
Lazo, 5, P. Krikovo, Kriulyansky raion, Mol
davskaya SSR 278336, Soviet Union, b. July 
22, 1939, 7 children. Camp address: p/ya 
OShch 29/3 "D", pos. Broneshty, Or
geyevsky raion, Moldavskaya SSR 278421, 
Soviet Union. Arrested: August 30, 1980, 
Sentence: 5 years ordinary. 

Otmakhov, Vladimir Valerianovich. Home 
address: Lidia Otmakhova <mother>, ul. Ug
lerazvedki, 7, g. Angren, Tashkentskaya 
oblast, Uzbekskaya SSR 702500, Soviet 
Union, b. March 10, 1960. Camp address: ko
mendatyra 6, pos. Morzhebulak, g. Gallioral, 
Dzhezkazganskaya oblast, Soviet Union. Ar
rested: August 1, 1980, Sentence: 2 years or
dinary. 

Panina, Elizaveta Abramovna. Home ad
dress: Sergei Panina <son), s. Appollonovka, 
p/o Yevsyukov, Isilkulsky raion, Omskaya 
oblast 646013, Soviet Union, b. June 23, 
1950, 1 child. Camp address: p/ya YaV 48/5 
otr. 1 br. 11, g. Chelyabinsk 454014, Soviet 
Union. Arrested: March 17, 1981, Sentence: 
4 years ordinary. 

Pashko, Nikolai Pavlovich. Home address: 
Valentina Petrovna Pashko <wife), ul. Lis
konozhenko, 70, g. Militopol, Zaporozhskaya 
oblast 332306, Soviet Union, b. March 17, 
1941, 7 children. Camp address: uchr. YaYa 
310-77 "B", g. Berdyansk 19, Zaporozhskaya 
oblast 332440, Soviet Union. Arrested: May 
12, 1981, Sentence. 

Pauls, Ivan Yakovlevich. Home address: 
ul. Donskaya, 25, g. Shakhtinsk, Karagan
dinskaya oblast, Kazakhskaya SSR 472350, 
Soviet Union, b. June 2, 1947, 4 children. 
Camp address: uchr. NK 159/7 otr. 5, 
Malena Dolenka, Karagandinskaya obl. 
472350, KazSSR, Soviet Union. Arrested: 
August 11, 1981, Sentence: 4 years strict. 

Perebikovsky, Oleg Vasilievich. Home ad
dress: Tatyana Perebikovsky <wife), Krasno
dolskaya, 37, g. Kishinev 277002, Moldavs
kaya SSR, Soviet Union, b. September 6, 
1954. Arrested: December 12, 1981, Sen
tence: 2 years ordinary. 

Peredereyev, Viktor Vasilievich. Home Ad
dress: Efrosinya Ivanovna Peredereyeva 
<mother), ul. Esenina, 43, g. Shakhty, Ros
tovskaya oblast 346000, Soviet Union, b. 
1958. Arrested: March 19, 1982, Sentence: 
<2nd) 2.5. 

Peters, Daniil Daniilovich. Home address: 
Ekaterina Petrovna Peters <wife), ul. 
Ukainskaya, 53, s. Martuk, Aktyubinskaya 
oblast, Kazakhskaya SSR 464020, Soviet 
Union, b. March 25, 1915, 5 children. Camp 
address: otr. 10 br. 91, ICH-167 /5, Turkis
tan-10, Chimkentskaya oblast 487010, Soviet 
Union. Arrested: June 9, 1980, Sentence: 5 
years strict. 

Peters, Genrikh Daniilovich. Home ad
dress: Elizaveta Abramovna Peters <wife), 
ul. Sovietskaya, 5, s. Martuk, Aktyubinskaya 
oblast 464020, Kazakhskaya SSR, Soviet 
Union, b. June 18, 1947, 4 children. Camp 
address: otr. 8 br. 83, UK 161/2, g. Kustanai 
458012, Soviet Union. Arrested: June 9, 
1980, Sentence: 3 years. 

Peters, Peter Abramovich. Home address: 
Yadviga Yakovlevna Peters <wife), ul. Ak
tyubinskaya, 27, s. Martuk, Aktyubinskaya 
oblast, Kazakhskaya SSR 464020, Soviet 
Union, b. July 29, 1955, 1 child. Camp ad-
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dress: uchr. LA- 155/ 2 "Zh" , p . Zarechny, 
Il isky raion, Alma-Atinskaya oblast 483333, 
Soviet Union. Arrested: June 9, 1980, Sen
t ence: 3.5 years ordinary. 

Plet t , Ivan Petrovich. Home address: Frida 
Yakovlevna Plett <wife), ul. Kovalya, 1/ 1 kv. 
3, g. Dushanbe, Tadzhikskaya SSR 734057, 
Soviet Union, b. March 16, 1937, 9 children. 
Camp address: p / ya 68/4 " B ", g. Armavir, 
Krasnodarsky krai 352900, Soviet Union. Ar
rested: June 18, 1980, Sentence: 4 years 
st rict plus confiscation. 

Polushin, Leonty Nikolayevich. Home ad
dress: Valentina Aleksandrovna Polushina 
<wife), ul. Filatova, 96, g. Voroshilovgrad 
348036, Soviet Union, b. July 17, 1938, 7 chil
dren. Camp address: VL 315/30, otr. 10 br. 
102, GSP-7, g. Lvov 290631, Soviet Union. 
Arrested: September 18, 1980, Sentence: 
<2nd) 3 years strict.e 

LEGISLATION TO ASSURE THE 
FINANCIAL HEALTH OF THE 
RAILROAD RETIREMENT 
SYSTEM 

HON. WYCHE FOWLER, JR. 
OF GEORGIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, February 2, 1983 

•Mr. FOWLER. Mr. Speaker, as we 
all know, the effects of the current 
deep recession are widespread, hitting 
virtually every family and business in 
the Nation. The railroad industry is 
especially hard hit. 

Unemployment among railroad 
workers is over 20 percent. This not 
only causes serious financial problems 
for younger rail workers who are 
either unemployed or daily fear for 
their jobs, but also wreaks havoc on 
the railroad retirement system which 
derives its funds from taxes levied on 
labor and management. 

In 1981, Congress enacted far-reach
ing tax and benefit changes in the rail
road retirement system to keep it sol
vent throughout the 1980's. One ele
ment of that legislation was a fail-safe 
mechanism, section 22 of the Railroad 
Retirement Act. Section 22 was sup
posed to guarantee that if employ
ment or economic assumptions turned 
out to be too optimistic, railroad re
tirement system funds would be auto
matically reduced in order to bring 
outlays and revenues in line. Such cuts 
would be imposed by regulation and 
would take effect on the first day of 
the fiscal year during which the short
fall would occur. 

Employment in the railroad indus
try, however, has fallen much more 
rapidly than even the pessimistic fore
casters in 1981 foresaw. Instead of 
roughly 500,000 railroad workers in 
1982, actual employment was only 
442,000. Latest estimates for 1983 put 
railroad employment at 385,000, 20 
percent below estimates of only 1 year 
ago. 

Recent projections from the Rail
road Retirement Board now indicate 
that a major shortfall will occur May 
1, 1984, under current law provisions. 
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That means section 22 will require the 
Board to reduce the industry pension 
component beginning October 1 of 
this year. The reduction may be, if the 
situation does not worsen, 25 percent 
of the industry pension component. 

Benefit reductions of this magnitude 
are unthinkable. That is why Repre
sentatives JENKINS, McEWEN, MATSUI, 
KENNELLY, and I are today introducing 
legislation to provide the necessary ad
ditional revenue to preclude such a 
drastic benefit reduction. The burden 
of this legislation falls equally on 
labor and management by increasing 
by 2.5 percent of taxable payroll the 
tax each pays in support of the indus
try pension component. 

Beneficiaries as well as current 
workers, however, must be called on to 
share in the sacrifices needed to solve 
the problems our depressed economy 
continues to inflict on all Federal re
tirement programs. This is, in fact, 
going to happen because railroad re
tirement beneficiaries already on the 
rolls will be affected by the cost-of
living delays and taxing provisions 
proposed for social security. 

We must be sure, however, that we 
have reliable figures for several years 
in the future to avoid the uncertainty 
of last-minute benefit reductions or 
hastily considered tax increases. That 
is why I am strongly encouraging the 
Railroad Retirement Board to make 
annual projections as to the anticipat
ed revenue to and payments from the 
railroad retirement account to deter
mine the ability of the account to pay 
benefits in each of the succeeding 5 
years. 

The projections should be made on 
or before April 1 of each year and 
should take into account the anticipat
ed experience with respect to factors 
which the Board deems appropriate, 
including, but certainly not limited to: 

The level of railroad employment; 
The increase in the taxable compen

sation base; 
The rate of increase in wages in the 

railroad industry; 
The rate of interest which the Board 

will earn on its funds or pay on bor
rowed funds; 

The percentage increase in the Con
sumer Price Index; 

The rate of entitlement to annuities 
under the Railroad Retirement Act; 

The rate of termination of annuities 
under the Railroad Retirement Act; 

The amount of annuities payable 
under sections 3<a>, 3Cb), 4(a), 4Cb), 
4(0, and 4(g) of the Railroad Retire
ment Act; 

The amount to be borrowed by, and 
the outstanding obligation of, the rail
road unemployment insurance ac
count; and 

The amount of administrative ex
penses of the Board attributable to ad
ministration of the Railroad Retire
ment Act. 
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Further, by June 1 of each year the 

Board should submit to Congress the 
results of these projections as well as 
the rate of tax which would assume 
full payment of benefits over the pro
jection period without borrowing an 
amount greater than 75 percent of the 
amount available in any one fiscal 
year under the financial interchange 
with the social security trust funds. 

Finally, the tax adjustments recom
mended in this report should be borne 
equally by employees, employers, and 
employee representatives, except that 
no tier II tax should be proposed for 
employees whenever the tier II tax 
rate for employers and employee rep
resentatives is, or would be proposed 
to be, 9. 75 percent or less. 

The legislation my colleagues and I 
are introducing is simple, evenhanded, 
and fair. We urge labor and manage
ment to continue their efforts to come 
to a satisfactory agreement on the 
issue of financing the railroad retire
ment system. If that is not possible, 
however, our legislation will prevent 
the unthinkable-a massive benefit re
duction. This has never happened 
before, and this Congress should not 
let it happen now. 

A copy of the bill follows. 
H.R. 1180 

A bill to amend the Internal Revenue Code 
of 1954 to provide additional financing for 
the railroad retirement system by increas
ing the railroad retirement taxes on em
ployers, employees, and employee repre
sentatives 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. INCREASES IN RAILROAD RETIREMENT 
TAXES. 

(a) TAX ON EMPLOYEES.-Subsection (a) of 
section 3201 of the Internal Revenue Code 
of 1954 <relating to rate of tax on employ
ees) is amended by striking out " 2.0 per
cent" and inserting in lieu thereof "4.5 per
cent". 

(b) TAX ON EMPLOYEE REPRESENTATIVES.
Subsection <a> of section 3211 of such Code 
<relating to tax on employee representa
tives> is amended by striking out " 11.75 per
cent" and inserting in lieu thereof " 14.25 
percent" . 

(C) TAX ON EMPLOYERS.-The first sen
tence of section 3221Ca) of such Code <relat
ing to tax on employers> is amended by 
striking out "11.75 percent" and inserting in 
lieu thereof " 14.25 percent" . 

Cd) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.-The last 
sentence of section 230Cc> of the Social Se
curity Act is amended by striking out " 11.75 
percent" and inserting in lieu thereof " 14.25 
percent". 

(e) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to compen
sation paid for services rendered after 
March 31, 1983.e 
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CRAVANE M. GIVENS HONORED 

IN BUFFALO 

HON.HENRYJ.NOWAK 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, February 2, 1983 

• Mr. NOWAK. Mr. Speaker, recently, 
the Dr. Martin Luther King Jr. Multi
Cultural Institute in Buffalo honored 
a distinguished Buffaloian, Lt. Col. 
Cravane M. Givens USAF <Ret.), by 
dedicating their library media· center 
in his name. 

I would like to join Colonel Givens' 
many friends and well-wishers in west
ern New York in congratulating him 
on t his honor. 

Dr. John Ross Dixon, principal of 
t he King Institute, provided me with 
the following biographical information 
on Colonel Givens, which details the 
outstanding military career and com
munity service activities underlying 
this honor: 
DISTINGUISHED AMERICAN: LT. COL. CRAVANE 

M. GIVENS, USAF 
The King Institute honored Lt. Col. Cra

vane Givens, USAF CRet.) by dedicating the 
library media center to him on November 
17, 1982. 

Colonel Givens was selected because of his 
outs t anding military career and his contri
butions to the Buffalo community. 

Colonel Givens was educated in the Buffa
lo Public Schools, where he was treasurer of 
his junior class, president of his senior class, 
and captain of the football, basketball and 
baseball teams. He graduated cum laude 
from North Carolina A & T College where 
he was captain of the football team and an 
organizer of the Lettermen's Club of which 
he became president. 

In 1954, upon graduation he was commis
sioned Second Lieutenant in the United 
Stat es Air Force and after graduation from 
pilot school he flew 13-29, C-97 and KC 97 
aircraft. 

During this period, his duty was per
formed in direct support of the Southeast 
Asia operation, KC-135 Combat Crews. In 
1971- 72, he served as Chief Instructor Pilot 
for two KC-135 Squadrons at Beale Air 
Force Base. 

In 1972, he was assigned to the Base Com
mander Staff as Chief of Special Services. 
He was responsible for the direction, super
vision and administration of the Officer's 
Club the Non-Commissioned Officer's Club, 
the Base Recreation Program, Aero Club, 
Library and all funds not appropriated by 
the Congress of the United States. The 
budgets for all these activities was 
$1 ,410,000 with usage by more than 10,000 
people a year. 

Colonel Givens' outstanding military 
career is highlighted by his military awards 
and decorations. These include Command 
Pilot, The Air Medal, 3 Air Force Commen
dation Medals, National Defense Service 
Medal, 4 Air Force Outstanding Unit 
Awards, Southeast Asia Service Medal with 
two Battle Stars and the Republic of Viet
nam Commendation Medal. 

Since his retirement, Colonel Givens has 
been active in the Buffalo community. He 
has served as superintendent of the Niagara 
Frontier Transportation Authority and su
perintendent of the Metropolitan Transpor
tation Center. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
Colonel Givens was instrumental in rees

tablishing the Canisius College varsity foot
ball program. He is Basileus of Phi Omega 
Chapter of Omega Psi Phi Fraternity, a 
trustee and vice chairman of 100 Black Men 
of Buffalo, a member of the Air Force Asso
ciation, Retired Officers Association and the 
Buffalo Aero Club. He is chairman of the 
William Emslie Y.M.C.A. Board of Manag
ers and Chairman of the Martin Luther 
King Memorial Trust Fund. 

Colonel Givens has had the loving support 
of his wife Rhudine since 1955, and the ad
miration of his children, Robert and Dawn. 

Because of Col. Cravane M. Givens' many 
outstanding military and community contri
butions, it is easily understood why the 
school chose to name their library the Col. 
Cravane M. Givens Library Media Center.e 

THE STATE OF THE REGION: 
1983 

HON. BOB EDGAR 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, February 2, 1983 

• Mr. EDGAR. Mr. Speaker, recently 
our colleague, JIM OBERSTAR, released 
a report titled "The State of the 
Region: 1983." This report, produced 
by the staff of the Northeast-Midwest 
Congressional Coalition, reviews the 
social, economic, and demographic 
trends taking place in the 18 North
eastern and Midwestern States. The 
report's highlight include: 

Between 1970 amd 1980, the Northeast
Midwest region's population growth was 
only 2.2 percent, compared to 20.4 percent 
for the South and West: This slower growth 
cost our region 15 seats in the U.S. House of 
Representatives as a result of reapportion
ment; 

For the first time in the history of the 
census, an entire census region-the Middle 
Atlantic states, lost population; 

Between 1976 and 1981, the gap between 
the region in both personal and disposable 
income narrowed. Average per capita 
income in the Northeast-Midwest region in
creased by 58.4 percent compared to a 63.4 
percent rise for the South and West; 

In 1981, the Northeast and Midwest, with 
45 percent of the nation's population, had 
over 58 percent of the long-term unem
ployed; 

Investments in non-residential construc
tion in the Northeast-Midwest region in
creased by 75.6 percent between 1976 and 
1981, well below the national average of 124 
percent; 

The Northeast-Midwest region produces 
less than one-third of the coal it uses, less 
than three percent of the gas and oil and 
none of the uranium. In 1980, household 
energy bills in the region averaged $1,190, 
compared to $775 for the South and West; 

In fiscal 1982, the Army Corps of Engi
neers and the Bureau of Reclamation spent 
only $6 per capita in the Northeast-Midwest 
region, compared to $20 per capita in the 
South and West; 

Over the six-year period from fiscal 1975 
through fiscal 1980, the 18 states of the 
Northeast and Midwest sent $201 billion 
more in taxes to Washington than they got 
back in federal spending. In fiscal 1980 
alone, the regional deficit was $36 billion; 
and 
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In 1982, 80 percent of defense installa

tions, 75 percent of personnel, and 60 per
cent of prime contracts went to Southern 
and Western states. 

In an articulate statement accompa
nying the report, Representative 
0BERSTAR begins to lay out a positive 
agenda for the Northeast-Midwest 
region-an agenda that builds on the 
enormous strengths of our region and 
one that should receive broad biparti
san support. The agenda is not a grab 
for a larger share of the Federal pie 
for the States in our region; rather it 
is a sensible program that recognizes 
that the entire Nation's economic re
covery will be impeded as long as one 
of its major regions is mired in eco
nomic distress. 

Representative JIM OBERSTAR will be 
in an unique position to lead this 
effort. Not only does he chair the 
Public Works and Transportation 
Committee's Subcommittee on Eco
nomic Development, but last week he 
was elected cochair of the Northeast
Midwest Congressional Coalition. He 
has consistently demonstrated during 
his 8 years in Congress a firm grasp of 
the problems facing our older cities 
and the political skill necessary to con
tinue being one of our region's leading 
advocates for public policies that 
insure balanced national growth. I am 
pleased to submit this statement for 
the RECORD and urge my colleagues to 
give it the serious consideration it de
serves. 
STATEMENT OF HON. JAMES L. 0BERSTAR, Co

CHAIR, NORTHEAST-MIDWEST CONGRESSION
AL COALITION ON STATE OF THE REGION 

In 1976, I joined with Congressmen Mike 
Harrington, Frank Horton, Bob Edgar and a 
number of other Members from Northeast
ern and Midwestern states to form the 
Northeast-Midwest Congressional Coalition. 

We acted not in the spirit of fomenting 
sectionalism and disharmony. Rather, we 
formed the Coalition in response to the dec
ades-long pattern of federal policies which 
discriminated against the economic interests 
of the people we represented in the House. 

In the past six years, while working to 
change those policies, we have been success
ful in avoiding the trap of devisive sectional
ism. 

We make the distinction between section
alism and regionalism. The former under
cuts national values while the latter holds 
that national policies must < 1) recognize the 
reality of differences among the regions of 
the country; and (2) respond equitably to 
those differences. 

We are meeting with you today to discuss 
the state of the region. Ideally. the State of 
the Union message, to be given on Tuesday, 
would recognize that there are differences 
among regions, and those differences are af
fected by national policy-negatively in the 
case of the Northeast-Midwest region. 

As those of us who represent this region 
in the Congress are too well aware, the state 
of our region is not good. Job losses in the 
Midwest have been the heaviest in the 
nation. Agricultural receipts grew slower in 
the Midwest than in the South and the 
West. Auto production in 1982 dropped even 
below the levels for 1981. The steel industry 
produced at less than 45 percent of capacity. 
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On October 31, 1982, the states of our 
region owed $8.6 billion to the federal un
employment insurance trust fund, an 
amount likely to grow before the end of the 
recession. 

I am very much concerned that Tuesday's 
State of the Union, and the President's 
budget message due the following week, will 
present policy and budget proposals unre
sponsive to not only the actual state of the 
union, but particularly to the state of our 
region. 

I represent a Congressional district which 
contains a metropolitan area with the 
second highest unemployment rate in the 
nation. The entire Midwest, and especially 
those areas heavily reliant on steel and 
automobile industries, has borne the heavi
est burden of the current recession. In Octo
ber, five of seven Midwestern states had un
employment rates above the national aver
age. 

The purpose of this meeting today, how
ever, is not merely to catalogue the econom
ic indicators of our regional depression. 
Rather, the Coalition's purpose is to work 
positively and actively for changes in feder
al policy. 

The policies of the present Administration 
ignore fundamental economic differences 
between our region and the rest of the 
nation. Proposed reductions in social pro
grams would hit our region hardest while 
increases in defense spending to benefit our 
region least. 

The Northeast-Midwest Coalition last 
week released "The Pentagon Tilt," a com
prehensive study of regional biases and de
fense spending and strategy. Per capita de
fense spending in fiscal year 1983 in the 
Northeast and Midwest is $279; in the South 
and West, it is $754; for the nation as a 
whole, it is $539. The defense policies of the 
Reagan Administration will only exacerbate 
the regional discrepancies and the corre
sponding effect on local economies. 

Similar discrepancies exist in allocation of 
spending for water resource projects and for 
energy and synthetic fuels development. 

While increasing defense spending and 
drawing revenues away from our region, the 
Administration has consistently proposed 
abolishing those programs most essential to 
meeting the particular needs of an older, 
energy dependent, industrialized region of 
the country. 

If the fiscal year 1984 budget priorities 
continue the trends of the previous Reagan 
Administration budgets, we may see such 
proposals as 95 percent reduction in energy 
conservation programs, the elimination of 
the Economic Development Administration, 
and severe reductions in education pro
grams, mass transit and low-income fuel as
sistance. 

In 1981, President Reagan proposed, and 
unfortunately, Congress approved, tremen
dous reductions in the federal unemploy
ment compensation program. Since that 
time, unemployment has risen 3 percentage 
points to post-depression record levels, with 
the highest unemployment rates in the Mid
west. 

Reductions in the unemployment compen
sation program have made the federal gov
ernment unable to respond adequately to 
the needs of our region's unemployed. The 
emergency, temporary federal supplemental 
compensation program passed by Congress 
last summer and extended in the Surface 
Transportation Act of 1982, will expire on 
March 31, 1983. If the Administration con
tinues its policy of limiting the federal role 
in providing relief to the unemployed, and if 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
Congress were to fail to reverse that policy, 
most of the states of our region, as well as 
the entire nation, would be without any un
employment compensation program beyond 
the basic state program. 

These reductions have had a particular in
fluence on the state of the region because 
60% of those workers unemployed for 26 
weeks or more are in the Northeast and the 
Midwest, a region with only 45% of the na
tion's population. 

In the short-term, the state of the region 
will require an unemployment compensa
tion policy which is more responsive to real 
needs than that of the present Administra
tion. 

Similarly, the Coalition must continue in 
the 98th Congress those efforts which in 
the 97th Congress resulted in: restoration of 
funds for the low-income energy assistance 
program; retention of the urban develop
ment action grant program as a separate 
entity, rather than as part of the Communi
ty Development Block Grant program as 
proposed by the Administration; and preser
vation of education funding and expansion 
of innovative job creation programs. Our 
region needs a major jobs program this 
year. 

In addition to serving as co-chair of the 
Northeast-Midwest Congressional Coalition, 
I Chair the House Economic Development 
Subcommittee. Our Subcommittee has been 
instrumental in preserving the Economic 
Development Administration, which the 
Reagan Administration has proposed abol
ishing. EDA has provided essential funding 
for local community economic development 
efforts; our state governments lack the 
budget surpluses enjoyed by energy-rich 
states in the south and west necessary to 
assume EDA's role. 

In August, the House passed the National 
Development Investment Act written by our 
Subcommittee. It would re-write the Eco
nomic Development Act of 1965. Aimed at 
rebuilding the economic base of our nation's 
distressed areas, the bill is of great impor
tance to communities in the northeast and 
midwest regions. It puts added emphasis on 
infrastructure repair and rehabilitation in
stead of new construction. 

This legislation, with an annual authoriza
tion of $500 million, received the support of 
85 percent of the Coalition's bipartisan 
membership. 

Out state of the region message today, I 
hope, presents a realistic assessment of not 
only the economic condition of our region, 
but of the kind of activities that the Coali
tion has and will continue to undertake and 
respond to that assessment. Our Coalition is 
bipartisan. We are to some extent limited in 
that we act through consensus-a factor 
which has proven to be a source of strength. 
Nevertheless, as the Coalition has in the 
past put partisan differences aside in the in
terests of the region, we will, I am confi
dent, continue to do that in the 98th Con
gress. 

Our region has been hurt by those Admin
istration policies which do not reflect the 
region's economic realities of high unem
ployment and of financially strapped state 
and local governments. Budgets which call 
for substantial reductions in community de
velopment, low-income fuel assistance, caps 
on Medicaid, are anathema to the needs of 
our people. 

Budgets which shift federal spending 
from domestic programs to defense spend
ing exacerbate existing inequities in the dis
tribution of defense expenditures. We are a 
region where only two states have per 
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capita defense spending above the national 
average, New Hampshire and Maryland; a 
region where per capita defense expenditure 
in one state, Wisconsin, is one-tenth of the 
average per capita spending in the west. 
The state of the region requires the Coali
tion to work to modify that pattern of gov
ernment spending. In a region that is viru
tally totally dependent on outside sources of 
natural gas and fuel oil, the Coalition must 
beware of proposals calling for accelerated 
decontrol of natural gas, imposition of oil 
import fees, and the use of Synthetic Fuels 
Corporation funds for technologies inappro
priate to the northeast and the midwest. 

I very much wish that the President on 
Tuesday would provide a realistic assess
ment of the State of the Union, and its re
gions, and that the budget message present
ed six days later would be based upon that 
realistic assessment. 

It is the Coalition's objective to insure 
that the budget and energy policies ap
proved by Congress will reflect the assess
ment of the state of the region which we 
have given today.e 

THE llTH ANNUAL FESTIVAL OF 
WHALES 

HON.ROBERTE.BADHAM 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, February 2, 1983 
•Mr. BADHAM. Mr. Speaker, 8 years 
ago, while a member of the California 
Legislature it was my privilege to 
sponsor legislation which designated 
the California gray whale as the offi
cial State marine mammal, which will 
be honored at Dana Point, Calif., 
starting February 18, 1983, during the 
11th Annual Festival of Whales. 

This unusual celebration is the only 
one of its kind in the United States 
honoring the "Eschrichtius Robus
tus," as the gray whale is known 
among biologists, the great beast 
which spends half its life traveling to 
and from Mexico and Alaska. 

For those in this body who are not 
acquainted with the life of the whale, 
and I suspect that this might include a 
high percentage of the membership, 
the gray whale can attain a length of 
up to 50 feet and weigh as much as 40 
tons, living an estimated 40 years-20 
of those years passing up and down 
the California coastline. 

At Dana Point the whales come un
usually close to the shore, providing a 
close look from shore or from sightsee
ing boats, of the massive mammals as 
they pass by in leisurely fashion. 

The gray whale spends about 3 
months each year in the frigid waters 
of Alaska where it gorges itself on the 
abundant supply of sea life, building a 
large protective layer of blubber for 
protection against the cold. When the 
ice begins to form in the Bering Sea 
the whales begin their migration 
south, spending 3 months moving 
along the coast of North America at 
speeds up to 100 miles a day. 
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Their destination is the lagoons of 

Baja California, where the calving 
grounds are located and the newborn 
whales learn to survive in the warm, 
salty water before they must begin 
their trek northward in the spring. 

The annual migration is not a pre
cise function, causing both northward
bound and southbound whales to pass 
Dana Point at the same time in mid
winter. For this reason, the Festival of 
Whales is held for three weekends in 
late February and early March. 

Local residents and vacationers in 
California will not spend their entire 
time at Dana Point watching the 
whales pass by. There will be a parade 
on February 26, there will be a salute 
to the heritage of Dana Point Habor, a 
geology walk, introduction of a bluff
top view park, a tour of the tidepools, 
and visits to the new Nautical Herit
age Museum. 

It has been my pleasure to be a part 
of California gray whale lore and to 
take this opportunity to salute Dana 
Point, its citizens, and its Festival of 
Whales.e 
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HON. WILLIAM R. RATCHFORD 
OF CONNECTICUT 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, February 2, 1983 

e Mr. RATCHFORD. Mr. Speaker, I 
am very proud today to be reintroduc
ing a private bill on behalf of Mr. 
Joseph Luca, a Vietnam veteran, a for
gotten hero. Mr. Luca's exceptional 
acts of bravery prompted a recommen
dation by his commanding officer for 
the Congressional Medal of Honor. 
While there is almost universal agree
ment that Joe Luca is deserving of this 
medal, it has yet to be awarded. 

Our former colleague in the House, 
Representative Toby Moffett, spent 
several years working toward the 
granting of this award. The legislation 
he originally introduced waives the 
time limitations on the granting of 
such an award, and authorizes the 
President to award Joseph Luca the 
Medal of Honor. This legislation .is not 
enough, however, the case must still 
be moved administratively. 

In reintroducing this legislation, I 
will continue to work on behalf of Joe 
Luca. To provide some background on 
the complexities of these proceedings, 
I would like to share with my col
leagues a chronology of events regard
ing the Luca case. 

The chronology follows: 
JOSEPH LUCA, MEDAL OF HONOR CASE, 

CHRONOLOGY 

3/5/67-Corporal Joseph Luca, serving as 
runner and interpreter with Company F, 
2nd Battalion, 7th Marines attached to the 
3rd Battalion, 7th Marines performs acts of 
conspicuous bravery. Description of action 
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made by commanding officer <then> Capt. 
O.M. Whipple. Shortly thereafter, Capt. 
Whipple recommends that the Medal of 
Honor be awarded Corporal Luca and the 
recommendation proceeds up the chain of 
command. 2nd Battalion Commanding Offi
cer Warren P. Kitterman, recommends 
Navy Cross and this award is approved by 
all except Commander, U.S. Military Assist
ance Group <General W.C. Westmoreland). 
In December 1967, the Navy Cross was be
stowed on Joseph Luca. 

7/14/79-Joseph Luca, now a resident of 
New Britain, Connecticut, contacts Con
gressman Toby Moffett's district office re
questing the Congressman's assistance to 
upgrade the Navy Cross award to the Medal 
of Honor. 

7 /20/79-Moffett's district staff contacts 
<then ) Lt. Colonel Oliver Whipple to dis
cuss the Luca case. Whipple's strong state
ment of conviction about the original Medal 
of Honor recommendation persuades Moffet 
to commit himself to seeking the upgrading 
of the Luca award. 

Moffett writes to Lt. Col. M.L. Hefti, U.S. 
Marine Corps Liaison Officer, requesting an 
inquiry into the downgrading of the Medal 
of Honor recommendation. 

8/2/79-Response received from Decora
tions and Medals Branch, USMC, that 
Joseph Luca's files would have to be pulled 
from the Records Center in St. Louis. 

8/21/79-Further response from Colonel 
R.L. Belli, Director of Personnel Services 
USMC, to the effect that a review of the 
Luca case shows that Mr. Luca's "service did 
not meet the very rigid criteria for the 
Medal of Honor but could be properly recog
nized by the award of the Navy Cross." In 
the absence of new and material evidence to 
the case, consideration of the Medal of 
Honor is precluded. 

9/21/79-Letter received from <then> Lt. 
Col. Whipple with enclosures: his rough 
draft of the Medal of Honor recommenda
tion and other medal recommendations sub
mitted from the same battle. Also reiterated 
was <then) Lt. Colonel Whipple's commit
ment to Mr. Luca's case: "There is absolute
ly no question in my own mind that Joe de
served the Congressional Medal of Honor 
for his conspicuous gallantry on 5 March. 
His acts of bravery were far and above that 
which could be expected of a Marine in 
combat." 

10/11/79-Moffett writes to Commandant 
of USMC requesting reconsideration of the 
Luca case, specifying <then) Lt. Col. Whip
ple's strong convictions as evidence in the 
letter of 9/21/79. 

11/19/79-Response received from Colo
nel Belli, including the names of the officers 
who signed off on the original Luce award 
recommendation, a list of Medal of Honor 
winners who were foreign born <Mr. Luca 
was an Italian citizen at the time of the 
battle>, and a copy of the policy for process
ing Medal of Honor recommendations. 
Whipple's statements are not considered to 
be evidence in support of Mr. Luca's case. 

11/28/79-Moffett's district staff discusses 
the USMC response with Colonel Whipple. 
It is decided that Colonel Whipple will 
review his files, maps, etc. on the battle to 
reconstruct the action and develop new and 
material evidence. 

1/25/80-Letter received from Whipple, 
stating that his exhaustive reconstruction 
and reconsideration of the battle do not 
render any additional significant facts that 
could be considered new and different. 
Again stating his convictions in this matter. 
he pledges his support for any action Con-
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gressman Moffett can take on Mr. Luca's 
behalf. 

5/8/80-Congressman Moffett introduces 
HR 7324, a private bill which waives time 
limitations and authorizes the President to 
award Joseph Luca the Medal of Honor. 
The bill is "cosponsored" <i.e. strongly sup
ported, private legislation cannot be cospon
sored) by Reps. Jim Lloyd, William Ratch
ford, and Chris Dodd; it is referred to the 
Subcommittee on Military Personnel and 
Compensation of the Armed Services Com
mittee. 

This legislation is supported and endorsed 
by various state veterans groups and state 
officials. 

8/19/80-The Veterans of Foreign Wars, 
at its 81st National Convention in Chicago, 
approves Resolution 301 in support of a 
Medal of Honor for Joseph Luca, prompted 
by Moffett's legislation. 

9/3/80-Moffett writes to Commandant of 
the USMC, informing him of HR 7324, and 
requesting a copy of the minutes of the 
Awards Board which recommended the 
Navy Cross to SecNav. 

10/9/80-VFW Legislation Director writes 
to Rep. Richard White, Chairman of the 
Subcommittee on Military Personnel and 
Compensation, in support of HR 7234. 

10/20/80-Moffett writes to President 
Jimmy Carter, requesting his consideration 
of the Luca case. 

10/30/80-Acknowledgement received 
from the White House, promising a Defense 
Department review and further response. 

11/4/80-Response received from Colonel 
Belli in regard to request for Awards Board 
minutes: "The Navy Board does not main
tain a record of discussions at Board meet
ings." Enclosed with response are an extract 
from the Board citing the recommendation 
of the Navy Cross for Joseph Luca and the 
recommendations made by the entire chain 
of command on the Luca award. 

11/20/80-Response received from J. A. 
Doyle, Assistant Secretary of the Navy 
<Manpower, Reserve Affairs and Logistics) 
following up on White House acknowledge
ment. A complete reply is promised after a 
review of the Luca case is performed. 

11/24/80-Further response received from 
Mr. Doyle: new and substantial evidence has 
not been brought to the Luca case and 
therefore the case cannot be reopened. 

4/30/81-Congressman Moffett reintro
duces the Medal of Honor legislation for 
Joseph Luca, this time numbered HR 3366. 
Prominent supporters are Reps. Ratchford, 
Jack Brinkley, and Nicholas Mavroules. 
Again, the bill is referred to the Personnel 
Subcommittee. 

5/12/81-VFW Legislative Director again 
writes letter of endorsement to Subcommit
tee Chairman, now Rep. Bill Nichols, and 
requests advancement of HR 3366. 

7 /27 /81-Letter received from retired Lt. 
Col. Warren Kitterman, commanding offi
cer of the 2nd Battalion, 7th Marines, 
during the time that Joseph Luca per
formed his acts of bravery. Lt. Col. Kitter
man had been contacted by Colonel Whip
ple via telephone and was requested to re
consider the events which occurred on 
March 5, 1967 and the subsequent Medal of 
Honor recommendation. 

Lt. Col. Kitterman states that he was con
vinced by the verbal accounts of the Battle 
that Joseph Luca should receive the Medal 
of Honor. However, he downgraded that 
award recommendation for two reasons: 
concern for the stability of Joseph Luca in 
regard to the considerable publicity sur
rounding his actions in the battle and a 
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sense that the written award recommenda
tion was not as convincing as "my conversa
tions with members of Company "F" imme
diately after the action.· · 

Furthermore, upon returning home from 
Vietnam. Lt. Col. Kitterman spoke with the 
Head of the Decorations and Medals Branch 
of the USMC, Mrs. Virginia White. Mrs. 
White indicated to Lt. Col. Kitterman that 
Joseph Luca would have received the Medal 
of Honor if he had been endorsed for such. 

8/ 3/ 81-Moffett writes to thank Lt. Col. 
Ki tterman for his statements and requests 
his future assistance to reopen the Luca 
case. 

8/ 11 / 81-Moffett writes to the Comman
dant of USMC requesting a complete copy 
of Joseph Luca's Marine Corps file and the 
names and rank of the Awards Board mem
bership which decided Joseph Luca's case. 

8/ 14/ 81-The VFW. at its 82nd National 
Convention in Philadelphia, approves reso
lution 306 in support of a Medal of Honor 
for Joseph Luca. 

8/17 / 81- Moffett writes to Lt. Col. Kitter
man. Commandant Robert Barrow. and As
sistant Secretary J. A. Doyle, requesting 
their attendance at an informal meeting to 
discuss the Luca case, Warren Kitterman's 
statements. and avenues to pursue in for
mally requesting the Awards Board to re
consider the case on the strength of Kitter
man ·s statements. 

9/ 1/ 81-As of today, Congressman Mof
fett has heard from all parties contacted. 
Col. Whipple has, as always, voiced great in
terest and commitment to the proposed 
meeting and is available to meet at any 
time; Lt. Col. Kitterman has also voiced 
equally strong interest and commitment; 
General Edward Bronars, Deputy Chief of 
Staff for Manpower USMC, will be available 
to meet as the representative of the Com
mandant; the Navy Department has excused 
itself from the meeting, on the grounds that 
it does not wish to prejudice in any way Mr. 
Luca's case by early involvement in the 
Marine Corps area. A written response has 
been promised. 

A meeting has been planned for Monday, 
Septemter 21 , at 8:30 in the Members 
Dining Room; attending: Moffett, Bronars, 
Whipple, Kitterman. 

Throughout the entire length of Con
gressman Moffett's involvement in the Luca 
case, Colonel Whipple has been an active 
source of support, information, and advice. 

9/ 9/ 81-Response received from the Navy 
Department, J. Ronald Denney, Principal 
Deputy to Assistant Secy. of Navy, explain
ing the review process and abstaining from 
any involvement in the Luca case before the 
Marine Corps has the opportunity to act. 

9/ 21/81-Meeting at the Members Dining 
Room at the Capitol with Moffett, Kitter
man, Whipple, Bronars, and Moffett staffer 
Anne Radigan. 

General Bronars, who is head of the 
Marine Corps A wards Board, explains that 
the statements in Lt. Col. Kitterman's letter 
do not constitute new and material evidence 
to reopen the case. He cannot recommend to 
the Commandant that the Luca case be re
opened on the basis of the Kitterman state
ments. The issue of a possibly prejudicial 
response to the original award recommenda
tion after Kitterman's downgrading of the 
award cannot be construed to imply that 
the chain of command would have respond
ed any differently to the original recom
mendation. Further, the statements of Mrs. 
Virginia White cannot be construed to 
imply that the Awards Board actually de
bated awarding Luca the Medal of Honor. 
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Bronars does not think that Mrs. White 
could have been present at the Awards 
Board meetings, in the first place. 

All the same, General Bronars voices in
terest in the Luca case and suggests that 
the other living members of Company "F" 
be contacted to determine whether they 
have recollections of Luca's actions that 
may shed new light on the case. Col. Whip
ple is appointed to track down the 6 living 
ex-Marines and request their assistance. 
Moffett's office will aid Col. Whipple in any 
way possible. 

1/82-Letter received from Corporal Brian 
T. Daly, an eyewitness of Mr. Luca's actions 
in the battle of 3/5/67. Mr. Daly submits his 
own recollections of that day. 

1/15/82-Moffett writes to USMC Com
mandant Robert H. Barrow requesting that 
the Daly letter be reviewed as new and ma
terial evidence in the Luca case. 

2/9/82-General Bronars responds to Mof
fett letter regarding Daly account. He states 
that the Daly information is neither new or 
material and therefore cannot be considered 
as justification for reopening Mr. Luca's 
case. The General requests a meeting with 
Moffett and Colonel Whipple, at the Con
gressman's convenience, to further discuss 
the Luca case. 

11/9/82-Moffett writes to W. Dean 
Pfeifer, Executive Director of Board for 
Correction of Naval Records, requesting the 
Board to review the case under the author
ity of Title 10 of the U.S. Code which states 
that a military record can be corrected if 
necessary "to correct an error or remove an 
injustice." Moffett's contention: that Lt. 
Col. Kitterman's downgrading of the Medal 
of Honor, which even he believed to be jus
tified, resulted in an error and injustice to 
Mr. Luca. 

11/22/82-At the request of Moffett staff, 
Board Executive Director responds in writ
ing that the Luca case cannot be opened for 
review unless the legislation waiving time 
limitations is enacted. A copy is sent to Rep. 
Nichols of the Armed Services subcommit
tee with jurisdiction over the Moffett bill. 
The Board's approach to Moffett's request 
for a review of the case is contrary to the 
administrative avenue pursued for past 
three years. Subsequent phone conversation 
with staff from the subcommittee makes 
two things clear: the subcommittee remains 
cautious about moving on Moffett bill and 
the bill need not move before a Board 
review of the Luca case. Subcommittee staff 
suggests that Rep. Nichols might be con
vinced to assist Moffett in petitioning the 
case with the Board.e 

RESTORING 
BENEFITS 
WORKERS 

UNEMPLOYMENT 
FOR RAILROAD 

HON. DOUG WALGREN 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, February 2, 1983 

e Mr. WALGREN. Mr. Speaker, today 
I am introducing a bill to restore ex
tended benefits under the railroad un
employment insurance program for 
railroad employees with less than 10 
years service. Under the railroad un
employment program, all employees 
receive 26 weeks of regular benefits. 
Employees with more than 10 years of 
service receive an additional 13 weeks 
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of extended benefits; employees with 
15 years of service get an additional 26 
weeks in extended benefits. Employees 
with less than 10 years of service re
ceive no extended benefits. 

Prior to 1981, employees with less 
than 10 years service received 13 weeks 
of extended benefits, like employees 
with over 10 years service. Extended 
benefits were inadvertently eliminated 
by the Omnibus Reconciliation Act of 
1981-which I opposed-by a provision 
that repealed the national trigger. 

The national trigger was a mecha
nism which would automatically make 
extended benefits start for covered in
dividuals when unemployment nation
ally reached a certain level. Prior to 
1981, and enactment of the Reconcilia
tion Act, the railroad unemployment 
insurance program was tied to the na
tional trigger-extended benefits 
would become available to railroad em
ployees with less than 10 years service 
if the national trigger went into effect. 
Agreeing to the administration's pro
posal, Congress put in instead a State
by-State trigger that would activate 
extended benefits for the general
nonrailroad-unemployment program, 
but failed to do so for the railroad un
employment program. 

Therefore, for railroad employees 
with less than 10 years service, the na
tional trigger, triggering their ex
tended benefits, is now nonexistent. 

My bill would restore extended bene
fits up to 13 weeks for unemployed 
railroad employees with less than 10 
years service. This is a particularly 
vulnerable group of people. Many em
ployees with under 10 years of service 
are people in the 20 to 35 age bracket, 
with young children and mortgages. 
Unemployment comes at a particularly 
difficult time in their lives. Unemploy
ment is a scary prospect for anyone, 
but for a young person with young 
children it is especially harsh. 

I see few hopeful signs that our 
economy is picking up. For the rail
road industry, vigorous economic ac
tivity across the board means more 
railroad business. I sincerely hope we 
can enact policies in this Congress 
that put the unemployed back to work 
and revitalize our stagnant economy. 

I would like to share with my col
leagues at this point a letter I received 
from one of my constituents who 
poignantly describes his plight: 

PITTSBURGH, December 24, 1982. 
DEAR Srn: I, and my friends, are unem

ployed from the railroad. We have families 
to feed and bills to pay; this is a time when 
we need these benefits the most. Now they 
are being cut. The current amount is 
$125.00 per week maximum with no exten
sions. This comes at a very bad time. Be
cause of this depression, my friends are 
losing their families and possessions. 

I hope you will support our views on a 
greater amount of unemployment, and an 
extension of benefits, for "We are our 
brothers' keeper." 



February 2, 1983 
Thank you for your time and God bless. 

Sincerely, 
RONALD R. MALLOY.e 

EXCLUSIONARY IMMIGRATION 
LAWS 

HON. TED WEISS 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, February 2, 1983 

•Mr. WEISS. Mr. Speaker, each year 
thousands of lesbian and gay visitors 
are deriied entry into the United 
States because of an exclusionary pro
vision in our immigration laws. 

This exclusionary policy, which is 
based on a person's sexual orientation, 
violates the fundamental human 
rights that this country was founded 
on. I am deeply concerned that the 
United States, which should be a 
"guardian of basic human and civil 
rights," is the only country with this 
abhorrent policy of excluding lesbian 
and gay foreigners. 

At recent hearings on the effects of 
U.S. immigration measures on homo
sexuals, I found the testimonies of two 
Dutch citizens-Rob Pistor and Sylvia 
Borren-to be particularly illuminat
ing, and wish to submit them for the 
RECORD. 

AMSTERDAM, THE NETHERLANDS, 
June 20, 1982. 

Mr. CRAIG HOWELL, 
Immigration Project Coordinator, Gay 

Rights National Lobby, P.O. Box 1892, 
Washington, D. C., U.S.A. 

Testimony on the effects of U.S. immigra
tion measures against homosexuals on Indi
viduals, the Press, Parliament and the Gov
ernment in The Netherlands. 

By Rob Pistor, member and former Inter
national Secretary of the Dutch Society for 
the Integration of Homosexuality COC, Ro
zenstraat 8, 1016 NX Amsterdam, The Neth
erlands, tel: <020) 231192/234596. COC is 
founding member of the IGA, the Interna
tional Gay Association, and hosts its Action 
and Women Secretariat. 

INTRODUCTION 

The reaction in The Netherlands to the 
tightening up on the immigration regula
tions that ban homosexuals from the 
United States was fierce. The entire press, 
newspapers, radio and television spoke out 
against the measures. So did Parliament in 
a unique, almost unanimously supported 
letter of protest to U.S. Congress, and so did 
the Dutch Government. Public opinion in 
general was appalled and the gay and lesbi
an community demonstrated. 

U.S. reputation, especially as human 
rights advocate, suffered a severe blow. 

The reason for all this is twofold. Most 
important is that this country still lives 
with a deep trauma, left over from the 
period of the occupation in 1940-1945. This 
causes a high sensitivity to any form of 
legal discrimination. Secondly, the Dutch 
people in general feel a close bond with the 
U.S., with whom we maintained 200 years of 
uninterruped diplomatic relationship, 
whereto hundreds of thousands of Dutch 
people immigrated, on who's history Hol
land sometimes put such a distinguished 
mark, with whom Holland shared a common 
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interest in free traffic and trade, and, last 
but certainly not least, who liberated us 
from German occupation and helped to re
build the country by means of Marshall Aid. 

THE PRESS 

The highly respected newspaper NRC/ 
Handelsblad wrote on January 3, 1980 in an 
editorial comment: "The American immigra
tion measures, that discriminate against ho
mosexuals, are, of course, on strained terms 
with the freedom of traffic of people. That 
is an international principle that got new 
impulse by the Helsinki agreement. As advo
cate of this agreement, the U.S. are the first 
to take it at heart." In a letter to the editor 
of the influential De Volkskrant, former 
labour M. P. Mr. Koos Huysen wondered 
how seriously the Dutch Government 
should take the boycott of the Moscow 
Olympic Garnes, as proposed by the Carter 
Administration because of the bad human 
rights situation in the Soviet Union, the 
treatment of dissidents in general and Mr. 
Sakharov in particular, wheresas the U.S. 
itself violates human rights by discriminat
ing homosexuals with its irnmrnigration reg
ulations. 

There has been a wave of demonstrations, 
all extensively and widely covered by the 
press. This in itself is an exception, since 
demonstrations are so common, that the 
press hardly pays any attention to them and 
something very special must be going on to 
reach the headlines. 

THE DEMONSTRATIONS 

December 21, 1979: The Dutch Society for 
the Integration of Homosexuality COC 
wrote a letter of protest to the U.S. Ambas
sador in The Hague. This letter was fol
lowed by protest letters from the gay cau
cuses in the Labour Party <PvdA> and Liber
al Party <VVD> and from the Executive of 
the Democratic Party <D'66>. These parties 
are all potential government parties. 

January 19, 1980: Mr. Benno Premsela, a 
world famous architect with business con
nections in the U.S.A., former chairman of 
COC, wrote an open letter to the Ambassa
dor of the United States, which was quoted 
in the newspapers: "Letting to survive any 
kind of discrimination, he wrote, is extreme
ly dangerous. To my opinion, which I always 
tried to propagate, discrimination inevitably 
leads to murder. There can be no doubt 
about that. It starts with some words. Next 
there will be a law and it ends with destruc
tion, physically and mentally. <. .. ) As a 
Jew and as a homosexual, after a holocaust 
and after a by large not yet finished strug
gle for homosexual rights in Holland, I 
know very well what I am talking about. 
<. .. >The law in your country forces people 
to do the worst possible: to hide and to deny 
their identity." 

January 24, 1980: Lesbian women picketed 
in front of the U.S. Consulate in Amster
dam, to protest against the expulsion of Ca
nadian lesbians from the U.S. 

March 30, 1980: Two reporters of a Dutch 
gay radio program, Ms. Diane de Coninck 
and Mr. Reijer Breed went to the U.S. to 
make a report on the immigration situation 
for gays and lesbians. They announced their 
homosexuality to the immigration officer 
who allowed them on parole in the country. 
After two days of interrogation they were 
expelled. But the authorities were too re
lieved to be able to use a nonpolitical argu
ment. Since they intended to do a report, 
the tourist visa they had, was not sufficient. 
Because making a report means work, and 
that requires a business visa. Both reporters 
got facilities on radio and television to testi-
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fy their experiences and to explain their 
action. 

In March, the Dutch National Council for 
Social Welfare, a Christian Democratic 
dominated overall organization, called upon 
her sister organizations in the U.S. to 
oppose the immigration law, because it is 
based on the assumption that homosexual
ity is a disease. The American Psychiatric 
Association however denounced this as
sumption already years ago. The Council 
points at the timing of the re-enacting of 
the anti gay regulations. It says that it is 
always in times of economic crisis that the 
rights of minorities are under attack. 

FINALLY 

By letting the existence continue of anti 
homosexual immigration regulations, to be 
gay or lesbian is, in the eyes of the U.S. leg
islator somehow less than fully human. Any 
authority, finding itself capable of drawing 
the line between human and less then fully 
human, bears much remembrance to a 
period, when a criminal and oppressive 
regime defined the difference between 
Ubermensch and Untermensch. With all the 
results it had and which may well be known. 
I end this testimony with an appeal to all 
members of Congress to be aware of the 
dangers that any discriminative measure in
volves. They have to guard a tremendous 
heritage of freedom, that the United States 
means. For their own benefit, but also for 
others, also for ours. If they are not aware 
of the impact anti gay measures have, I 
would like to ask them: "Whenever you ex
press your opinion on homosexuals or on 
what they should do, please repeat what 
you have said, but change the word homo
sexual into the word Jew or Jewish. It all of 
a sudden becomes clearer than. And if 
not ... " 

Testimony on the effect's of U.S. immigra
tion measures against homosexuals on indi
viduals, the Press, Parliament and the Gov
ernment in New Zealand-in comparison to 
the effects in The Netherlands. By: Sylvia 
Borren, member and International Secre
tary of the Dutch Society for the Integra
tion of Homosexuality COC, Rozenstraat 8, 
1016 NX Amsterdam, The Netherlands, tel. 
<020) 231192/234596. Overseas representa
tive of the National Gay Rights Coalition 
<NGRC> New Zealand, PO Box 350, Welling
ton, New Zealand, Tel. 728-609. The COC is 
founding member of the IGA, the Interna
tional Association of Lesbians Gay Women 
and Gay Men, of which the NGRC is also a 
member. Both the COC and the NGRC 
were founding members of the Internation
al Lesbian Information Service <ILIS> of 
which the COC ran the secretariat in its 
first year. The COC now holds the Action
and the Woman's secretariat of the IGA. 

Being of Dutch extraction, but having 
lived in New Zealand from my twelfth until 
my twenty-fifth year, and holding both 
Dutch and New Zealand nationalities, this 
testimony is an addition to that of Rob 
Pistor and refers to the effects of U.S. immi
gration measures against homosexuals in 
New Zealand-in comparison to the effects 
in The Netherlands. 

In 1977 the New Zealand Parliament ac
cepted the Human Rights Commission Act 
1977 which had as purpose "the advance
ment of human rights in New Zealand in 
general accordance with the United Nations 
Internat ional Covenants on Human 
Rights". The Human Rights Commission 
was instated and claimed that "the Commis
sion in discharging its general functions 
must look to international instruments on 
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human rights for guidance". It will not be 
surprising that the Human Rights Commis
sion turned to International Covenants, but 
also to countries such as for instance the 
U.S.A. with her tradition of developing 
policy in matters of civil and human rights 
for insight and support. 

In August 1979 the NGRC made submis
sions to the Human Rights Commission 
asking t he Human Rights Commission to 
carry out its functions and powers to recom
mend to Parliament that the Human Rights 
Commission Act be amended to include 
"sexual orientation" as a ground on which 
discrimination is illegal, and to amend the 
Crimes Act 1961 to remove all distinctions 
between sexual acts done by men or by 
women. by homosexuals or by heterosex
uals. 

On 22 December 1980 the Human Rights 
Commission reported on the submissions 
made by the NGRC <which were fully sup
ported by case histories). It found that the 
New Zealand legislation does at present 
make a d istinct ion between males and fe
males: male homosexuality is illegal and 
provides for a term of imprisonment not ex
ceeding 5 years. while female homosexuality 
is not r ecognized in the law. But the Human 
Rights Commission states that it does not 
consider discrimination on the grounds of 
homosexuality a matter of human rights or 
fundamental freedoms. 

In the wave of actions and reactions 
which followed the decision of the Human 
Rights Commission it became clear for the 
New Zealand public that this was an issue in 
which the U.S. was unable to fulfill its role 
as guardian of basic human-and civil 
rights-and worse, that New Zealand homo
sexuals would not be able to apply for refu
gee st atus- or even take a holiday-in the 
U.S. For what the New Zealand government 
chooses to call " criminal" is according to 
the U.S. immigration laws a " pathological 
conditions" . 

In the early months of 1981 it appeared 
clear that the New Zealand criminal law and 
the U.S. Immigration laws had in common 
their discriminatory position against homo
sexuals-with countries such as Iran and 
Russia showing clearly where such a posi
tion leads. 

Let me review what my personal situation 
is in t he face of this mish-mash of contra
dictory policies. 

My Dutch citizenship should ensure my 
full human rights-in The Netherlands. My 
sexual orientation is not relevant. Should I 
wish to enter the U.S. under my Dutch Citi
zenship, then I can have myself registered 
as lesbian, receive a special waiver, and thus 
pass the U.S. Immigration laws-as a Dutch 
lesbian. Should I travel on my New Zealand 
passport, then there would be no registra
tion, no waiver-and no entering the U.S . If 
I were a homosexual man, not woman, than 
I would be allowed into the U.S. But the 
registration necessary for this would brand
mark me a criminal within my New Zealand 
nationality. Once I have a visa I can best 
enter the U.S. in the Northern California 
Court District for there the INS cannot pre
vent me entering. Which they can elsewhere 
in the U.S. If I do reach San Francisco I am 
likely to be told at length about the pro-gay 
policies and the full democratic rights that 
lesbians and homosexual men enjoy there. 
However if I happen to travel on to other 
states of the U.S. the practice-and the 
preaching-which I can encounter will be of 
a very different sort. 

It is clear that this amounts to a case of 
discrimination on the grounds of sexual ori-
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entation, of nationality, of sex and finally of 
geographical position of entering the U.S. 

By allowing this situation to continue, by 
allowing the antihomosexual immigration 
laws to continue to exist, the U.S. is guilty 
of discrimination, of conscious discrimina
tion, in all the above mentioned ways. 

I appeal to the members of Congress to 
ensure that the U.S. begins to practice what 
she preaches-by removing these laws.e 

INTERNATIONAL TRADING 
POLICIES 

HON. TOM LOEFFLER 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, February 2, 1983 

e Mr. LOEFFLER. Mr. Speaker, we 
are now witnessing, in every sector of 
our economy, a growing concern over 
international trading policies. None
theless, many of us continue to strong
ly support the concept of free trade, so 
long as it is fair trade. 

It is clear that one area where free 
trade is no longer fair trade relates to 
the wool industry. 

Presently, domestic production of 
wool is experiencing very trying times, 
both as a result of a drop in our prices 
and unfair trade practices by such 
countries as Argentina and Uruguay. 
Argentina and Uruguay are able to 
dump millions of pounds of wool into 
the United States at a price below our 
domestic prices because of the heavy 
Government subsidies paid to their 
producers and exporters. This blatant
ly unfair trade advantage has a devas
tating effect on our domestic industry. 

The situation has become so severe 
that the Department of Commerce 
has initiated a countervailing duty in
vestigation against Argentina, and one 
against Uruguay is sure to follow soon. 

If we desire to restore balance to the 
international system of trade, we must 
let our resolve be known and we must 
send a message to those countries 
which are playing fast and loose with 
the rules. I cannot think of a better 
place to start that message than with 
imported wool and I am today intro
ducing with Congressmen COELHO, 
CRAIG, HIGHTOWER, MARLENEE, and 
SKEEN, legislation which would, for 1 
year, increase the import tariff on 
wool from Argentina and Uruguay by 
10 percent. This will allow the Depart
ment of Commerce and the Interna
tional Trade Commission time to con
tinue their investigation, while tempo
rarily bringing balance back to our 
wool market. 

Mr. Speaker, what we in the wool 
business are seeking is not a handout, 
but rather a secure future based on 
fair profits and fair treatment in inter
national trade.e 
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IN RECOGNITION OF THE 

AMERICAN BUSINESSWOMAN 

HON. THOMAS J.TAUKE 
OF IOWA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, February 2, 1983 

• Mr. T AUKE. Mr. Speaker, the ac
tivities of American women have been 
going through a dramatic transition in 
recent years. More and more of the 
housewives of yesterday are becoming 
the businesswomen of today. Since 
1940, the number of women in the 
work force has more than tripled, and 
today more than a million women are 
entering the work force each year. 
Fifty-three percent of mothers with 
children are finding themselves also 
taking on the role of businesswoman. 

According to the Department of 
Labor, the actual number of working 
American women in 1981 was over 45 
million-approximately 42 percent of 
this Nation's workers and over 50 per
cent of all women in America. Many 
women are seeking careers that in the 
past only men would have pursued. 
They are employed in nearly every 
public and private sector job across 
the Nation-ranging from teachers, 
nurses, secretaries, legislative advisers, 
and social workers to engineers, attor
neys, factory technicians, and religious 
leaders, plus many, many more. 

Working women have created a new 
dimension for today's society and have 
begun to develop an outlook for the 
women of tomorrow. They are deserv
ing of our respect and recognition. 

To that end, I am today introducing 
legislation to proclaim September 22, 
1983, as American Businesswomen's 
Day. I call upon my colleagues in the 
House to join me in recognizing the 
many contributions of the millions of 
fine workingwomen in America.e 

HOW LONG WILL IT TAKE TO 
REPAIR THE DAMAGE OF THE 
1981 TAX ACT? 

HON. FORTNEY H. (PETE) STARK 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, February 2, 1983 

•Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, as one 
studies the President's fiscal year 1984 
budget requests, it becomes clearer 
and clearer that we will be spending 
another year just repairing the 
damage caused by the 1981 Tax Act. 
That tax act damaged the progressiv
ity and fairness of the country's tax 
laws; it damaged the economy; and it 
destroyed the ability of the Federal 
Government to provide needed serv
ices. 

At the rate we are going, it will take 
a decade to recover from the "Great 
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Potlatch" and "Midsummer's Night 
Fantasy" of 1981. 

One of the best descriptions I have 
seen of the damage caused by that act 
is contained in a column, in today's 
paper. by David Broder, entitled "The 
Missing Trillion Dollars": 

[From the Washington Post, Feb. 2, 1983] 
THE MISSING TRILLION DOLLARS 

<By David S . Broder> 
In the mass of numbers that fill the 

budget President Reagan sent Congress on 
Monday, one statistic stands out-so much 
so that even the unemotional green-eye
shade people who work for budget director 
David Stockman put it in italics. 

Overall, they said, the tax cut that the 
president cheered through Congress in the 
summer of 1981 has ··reduced revenues as 
projected under current economic assump
tions by more than one trillion dollars over 
1984-88." 

That is quite a sum. It amounts to about 
$1,000 a year for every man, woman and 
child in this country. Back in 1972, when 
George McGovern proposed writing every
body a $1,000 check every year-in lieu of 
the existing welfare programs-he was 
laughed out of town and trounced for the 
presidency. Reagan has done the equivalent 
of what McGovern only talked about-and 
is kind of bragging about it. 

But, of course, Reagan's benefaction was 
not shared out equally. The richer you are, 
the more you have gotten from what can ac
curately be called the most effective welfare 
program for the wealthy-the most deliber
ate effort to increase America's financial 
disparities and inequities-in a half-century 
of this country's history. 

The Congressional Budget Office estimate 
that the original tax bill would save the 
$10,000 family $120 in 1983 but the $80,000 
family a nice $15,250. I hope you enjoyed 
your share of the loot and what it has 
bought you. 

But you might ask yourself what that 
money might have bought if the govern
ment had not abandoned its claim to collect
ing it. 

Well, if Reagan had been as persuasive in 
holding down federal spending as he was in 
urging Congress to give up the money, the 
trillion dollars would have erased the total 
federal debt he inherited from Jimmy 
Carter and all the other presidents who pre
ceded him. It would even have taken a big 
bite out of the $1.6 trillion debt we are look
ing at by the end of next year, when the 
bills are in on Reagan's latest budget pro
posal. 

Think for a moment what it would mean 
for the federal government to be debt-free 
or, at least, well on the way to erasing its 
red ink. Think what that would do to bring 
down interest rates, revive housing and 
autos and send the stock market soaring. 
They you can measure what you have paid, 
and will pay, for your share of the trillion
dollar giveback. 

Another way of asking the question is to 
consider what could have been bought with 
that trillion dollars if some of it had been 
used by the government itself. A tiny frac
tion of that trillion dollars would eliminate 
the need for the government to try to shift 
$58 billion of health-care costs onto the 
backs of the ill, the aged and their families 
in the next five years, as Reagan is propos
ing. A tinier fraction would space the child
nutrition programs from planned cuts-and 
the special-feeding programs for pregnant 
women and their infants. 
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The list could go on and on, but there is 

no need to belabor the point. The president 
himself acknowledged in an interview last 
week that there is " no way" to balance the 
budget, now or in the future, at the levels of 
taxation that were mandated by the 1981 
tax law. 

To hear him and Stockman tell it now, it 
was wretched excess on the part of Congress 
in that summer of 1981 that drove the tax 
base well below the target Reagan originally 
had set-20.6 percent of gross national prod
uct. It's a nice story, but it doesn't wash. 

The charts in Reagan's own budget show 
the tax burden was barely higher than that 
level-just over 21 percent-when he 
whipped up the great tax-cutting fever in 
1981. A modest change in individual or cor
porate rates would have offset the sched
uled increases in Social Security taxes and 
the effects of " bracket creep." 

But Reagan in 1981 was not interested in 
modest changes of the kind advocated by 
Fritz Hollings, Jim Jones, Dan Rostenkow
ski and most of the other congressional 
Democrats. 

You may recall that on July 27, 1981, 
when the alternative tax bills were ready 
for a vote, Reagan went on television and 
used those clever charts to ridicule the "so
called" tax cut that came out of the Ways 
and Means Committee and to point with 
pride at the "real" tax cut in what he called 
" our bipartisan bill"-the same bill he and 
Stockman now complain was excessive. 

"The lines on these charts," he said, "say 
a lot about who is fighting for whom. On 
the one hand, you see a genuine and lasting 
commitment to the future of working Amer
icans; on the other, just another empty 
promise." 

Eighteen months later, the perspective is 
different. Faced with these staggering defi
cits, even Reagan has become a tax-raiser. 
But the damage has been done, and the 
steps he is recommending even now to 
repair it are woefully inadequate for the 
task at hand. Restoring the economy and re
building the tax base are the urgent needs 
of this country.e 

COMMENDING HOFSTRA 
UNIVERSITY 

HON.RAYMONDJ.McGRATH 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, February 2, 1983 

• Mr. McGRATH. Mr. Speaker, I have 
recently learned that Hofstra Univer
sity, which is located in my congres
sional district on Long Island, is cele
brating the attainment of the 1 mil
lion volume mark in its libraries collec
tions. This is an impressive achieve
ment, a mark of quality reached over 
almost 50 years of careful selection 
and determined development of re
sources. 

I take deep pride in Hofstra's accom
plishment. It is another milestone in
dicative of the development of Hofstra 
into a major university of national and 
international stature. 

To give some perspective to this 
achievement, I would like to point out 
that only 5 percent of the Nation's col
leges and universities have collections 
of 1 million volumes or more. Thus, 
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Hofstra now joins a select circle of 
only about 100 institutions of higher 
learning in our country that have 
rather impressive library resources. 

Hofstra's libraries, with their mod
ern, technologically equipped facili
ties, are a boon to the university's stu
dents and faculty. But they are also 
important research resources that 
serve the business, legal, and general 
communities of the Greater New York 
metropolitan region. In fact, they are 
among the most heavily used libraries 
in the world of higher education. 

Mr. Speaker, I cite this special mile
stone in the life of Hofstra University 
because I believe it merits the atten
tion and commendation of the Nation. 
We are a people that reveres educa
tion and we are a people that values 
good books and good reading. Thus, we 
ought to heartily applaud the 
strengthening of our educational re
sources as reflected by the 1 million 
volumes in the collections of the Hof
stra University libraries, a repository 
of knowledge and significant impor
tance to our Nation.e 

HENRY CARREIRO HONORED ON 
MARTIN LUTHER KING DAY 

HON. BARNEY FRANK 
OF MASSACHUSETTS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, February 2, 1983 

•Mr. FRANK. Mr. Speaker, it is, in 
my judgment, a grave error for Con
gress to have refused for so long to 
have declared Martin Luther King, 
Jr.'s birthday a national holiday. I be
lieve that recognition of the enormous 
contribution Dr. King made to this 
country is widespread throughout the 
United States and it would be wholly 
appropriate for us to take note of that 
by declaring his birthday a national 
holiday. 

Recently, on January 14, 1983, in my 
district in Fall River, Mass., the Bris
tol County Division of Juvenile Court 
held its seventh annual Martin Luther 
King Jr. memorial observance. I con
gratulate Judge Thomas M. Quinn, 
Jr., for this observance. It was a well
presented and well-attended event 
which paid thoughtful tribute to Dr. 
Martin Luther King and to the ideals 
he fought so hard to achieve. 

One of those honored at the event 
was Henry Carreiro, who hosts a lively 
and informative talk show on WSAR 
radio, headquartered in Somerset, 
Mass. The decision to honor Mr. Car
reiro on Martin Luther King Day was 
an extraordinarily good one. I know 
few people who have worked and 
fought harder day after day for the 
principles that Martin Luther King 
stood for than Henry Carreiro for his 
continuing fight against injustice and 
for genuine equality of opportunity in 
America, I and many others are very 
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grateful. Too often, people such as 
Henry Carreiro work hard for other 
people and causes, but get little recog
nition for their own efforts. I am de
lighted that the Bristol County Juve
nile Court Division observance of 
Martin Luther King Day included 
Henry Carreiro among those honored 
for their work on behalf of the ever
important movement to make the 
ideals of this Nation's Constitution a 
daily reality. 

My congratulations go to Judge 
Quinn, to the Fall River branch of the 
NAACP, to Henry Carreiro, and to all 
of those involved in this important 
event.e 

EXPERTS AT OTA ENDORSE 
STARK BILL 

HON. FORTNEY H. (PETE) ST ARK 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, February 2, 1983 

e Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, on Janu
ary 6, Representatives GORE, SHANNON, 
and I introduced H.R. 701 the Com
puter Contribution Act of 1983. This 
important legislation provides tax in
centives to encourage firms to donate 
personal computers to both public and 
private elementary schools. This meas
ure applies to all computer companies 
and represents a quick and cost-effi
cient way of providing computers to 
school systems, which in may cases 
cannot afford to purchase this expen
sive equipment on their own. 

H.R. 701, the Computer Contribu
tion Act of 1983, is a reintroduction of 
H.R. 5573, the Technology Education 
Act of 1982. H.R. 5573 passed the 
House of Representatives last session 
by a vote of 321 to 62. It was reported 
by the Senate Finance Committee, but 
failed to reach the Senate floor during 
the final hours of the lameduck ses
sion. The Computer Contribution Act 
of 1983 will result in slightly lesser 
contributions than the original legisla
tion, but these contributions will still 
be quite significant. 

I am very pleased to report that the 
bipartisan Office of Technology As
sessment <OTA> in its report titled, 
"Information Technology and Its 
Impact on American Education," 
strongly endorses my original propos
al. They point out that this legislation 
provides tax incentives for donations 
of computers and other information 
technology. They state that this bill is 
intended to accelerate the rate at 
which schools install computer hard
ware, and to respond to possible in
equities in the abilities of school dis
tricts to direct funds to equipment ac
quisition. 

The need for legislation such as the 
Computer Contribution Act is reflect
ed in the following statement by the 
OTA: 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
The information age is having a profound 

effect on American education, increasing 
the need and the demand for a broad varie
ty of educational services. The Nation's edu
cational needs are not now being met, creat· 
ing a situation that could impede the Na
tion's economic growth, undermine its inter
national competitive position, and increase 
and excerbate the socio-economic divisions 
within society. The new information tech
nologies offer a promising mechanism, and 
in some cases the only mechanism, for re
sponding to these educational needs. Their 
widescale application will significantly 
affect how and to whom educational serv
ices are provided. Such changes will present 
both challenges to and opportunities for 
American education. Congress could take a 
number of specific actions to affect the de
velopment, educational application, and dis
tribution of information technologies. 

Research suggests that students 
learn as well or better from education 
technology than from conventional 
means. There is relatively little evi
dence refuting these findings. Consist
ent with these conclusions, the OT A 
reports that: 

Information technology is capable of be
coming a major resource for the delivery of 
educational services over the next decade. It 
can be an effective delivery mechanism for 
most existing forms of education. It pro
vides capabilities for responding to new de
mands that traditional schoolroom educa
tion cannot meet adequately. 

It is evident that the use of comput
ers and other forms of technology is 
not effectively being institutionalized 
at this time. It is also becoming in
creasingly clear that our economic via
bility rests upon this Nation's ability 
to compete successfully in the ever-ex
panding market for computers and 
other forms of high technology equip
ment. We must take action now. The 
longer we wait to initiate technological 
advances such as this one, the farther 
we will fall behind, and the more diffi
cult it will be to catch up and move 
ahead. As the OT A further suggests: 

If these technologies fulfill their educa
tional potential the Nation as a whole would 
benefit from the widespread adoption of 
educational technology by both schools and 
other education providers. The Federal Gov
ernment might decide to take an active part 
in the adoption of these technologies in 
order to assure their equitable distribution, 
to overcome barriers to their use, and to 
support the national dissemination of infor
mation. 

The studies and evidence in support 
of technological advances in education 
resulting from the increased use of 
computers in the classroom is quite 
convincing. It is now up to us to get 
this whole idea moving. The OT A 
agrees with this need for action and 
argues that: 

Whether or not the new information tech
nologies fulfill their educational potential 
will depend, in part, on the kinds of actions 
that the Federal Government takes to 
assure that these technologies are used ef
fectively and are made accessible to all. 

I ask all my colleagues for their sup
port, and invite their cosponsorship of 
H.R. 701, which will meet the recom-
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mendations of OT A and result in a 
better-educated nation.e 

OUR FUTURE IN SPACE 

HON. LEE H. HAMILTON 
OF INDIANA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, February 2, 1983 

e Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, I 
would like to insert my Washington 
Report for Wednesday, February 2, 
1983 into the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD: 

OUR FuTURE IN SPACE 
At recent high school convocations in In

diana, I have found increased interest in our 
future in space. This newsletter responds to 
questions the students have asked me most 
often. 

1. How much are we spending on space, 
compared to previous years? 

Our space program is carried out jointly 
by the National Aeronautics and Space Ad
ministration <NASA> and the Department 
of Defense <DOD>. NASA develops civilian 
space technology with a broad, long-term 
outlook, while DOD concerns itself primari
ly with specific applications of space tech
nology to national defense. NASA's spend
ing peaked in the mid-1960's at nearly $6 bil
lion, almost 4 percent of the fedeal budget. 
It dropped to about $3 billion in the early 
1970's, but has risen again to almost $7 bil
lion today, not quite 1 percent of the federal 
budget. These figures look encouraging, but 
NASA's spending, when adjusted for infla
tion, is less than one third what it was 15 
years ago. DOD's spending for space has 
traditionally lagged far behind NASA's. 
However, it has increased sharply in recent 
years, surpassing NASA's level for the first 
time in 1982. The Reagan Administration's 
goal is to boost the military space budget 
even faster than the rest of the military 
budget. The reported goal is $14 billion by 
1988. 

2. Why should we spend money on space 
when there are so many pressing social 
needs in America today? 

Few would claim that our space program 
should have the highest budget priority, 
and the priority it has in fact is quite low. 
Total spending during NASA's entire 25-
year history would equal no more than a 
few months of current spending by the Pen· 
tagon. Nonetheless, congressional and ad
ministration leaders believe that the space 
program is still significant for several rea
sons: It yields important military informa
tion, useful civilian applications, basic scien
tific knowledge, and no small measure of na
tional prestige. Although the prestige at
tached to the space program was considered 
crucial during the Kennedy Administration, 
the military motivation is the most power
ful nowadays. Also, it should be kept in 
mind that the advances in knowledge and 
technology made possible by the space pro
gram make it one of the few federal initia
tives to generate much more money than it 
costs. For these and other reasons, public 
opinion polls show that support for NASA is 
greater than ever. 

3. What have been the major scientific 
and economic benefits of NASA's program? 

The most profitable use of civilian space 
technology to date has taken place in the 
area of satellite communications, a multi
billion dollar industry. In addition, the com
puter owes its development largely to the 
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billions of dollars NASA poured into a then
infant industry in the 1960's, as do biomedi
cal devices such as pacemakers and remote 
monitoring systems. If the focus is on scien
tific breakthroughs, NASA's studies in com
parative planetology could have significant 
impact on our own long-range planning for 
Earth. Those studies may eventually tell us 
why Venus, our sister planet, became an in
ferno. 

4. What is the current outlook for the ci
vilian space program? 

Because of increased foreign competition, 
tighter budgets, confusion about govern
ment and private-sector roles, and the lack 
of a consistent , comprehensive national 
strategy, many experts have questioned 
whether America will continue to lead in ci
vilian space technology in the years ahead. 
A recent congressional report concluded 
that the United States could fall behind 
other nat ions in several fields, including sat
ellite communications, orbital surveys of re
sources on the Earth's surface, facilities to 
launch satellites, and the manufacture of 
materials in space. Although the Soviets 
have never challenged our leadership in ci
vilian space technology, stiff competition re
cently has arisen from elsewhere, most no
tably from the European Space Agency 
CESA>. France, and Japan. For example, 
ESA is already taking away from our space 
shuttle some of the business of launching 
satellites, and many of the new develop
ments in satellite communications have 
come from the French and the Japanese. 
The report recommends that a special presi
dential commission be formed to determine 
what our national space goals should be, 
and how we should pursue them. 

5. What are the major military uses of 
space? 

Currently, space systems are used primari
ly to gather military information and to 
provide communications and support for 
military operations. Sensors on satellites 
provide early warning of missile attack, 
monitor compliance with arms control 
agreements, and give us invaluable informa
tion on enemy activities. Likewise, satellites 
enable us to utilize our armed forces better 
by improving military communications, 
weather forecasting, navigation, and map
ping. For example, our new satellite naviga
tion system will enable ship captains, air
plane pilots, and tank commanders to know 
within 50 feet their exact longitude, lati
tude, and altitude. However, the emphasis is 
starting to shift to space weapons, and there 
the Soviets hold the edge. The Soviets now 
have a "killer satellite" which can destroy 
our low-orbiting satellites; the system we 
have developed in response will be tested 
only this year. Both sides are developing 
whole arsenals of new weapons, including 
lasers to be used against satellites, aircraft, 
or missiles. 

6. What are NASA's main goals in the im
mediate future? 

Our civilian space program has changed 
from one of spectacular aims and big suc
cesses to one of tight budgets and few new 
projects. The primary focus today is the 
space shuttle, which should dominate the 
picture for the next few years. However, 
there has been no other vast project in 
more than a decade. When it comes, it will 
probably be the construction of a perma
nent space station in orbit around the 
Earth. The station would help us to do 
better the experiments now done on the 
space shuttle. Also, it would provide a plat
form far more complex missions in space. It 
could be aloft in the 1990's.e 
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COMMUNITY SERVICES DEPART

MENT OF SAN BERNARDINO 
COUNTY'S TRANSPORTATION 
PROGRAM 

HON. DAVID DREIER 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, February 2, 1983 

e Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to take this opportunity to com
mend the Community Services Depart
ment <CSD> of San Bernardino 
County for their cost-effective, people
oriented transportation program. 

Since 1980, CSD's transportation 
program has served 456, 758 clients
medical trips, social service, et cetera
incl uding homebound meal deliveries 
to senior citizen shut-ins. 

CSD's transport;:i.tion program oper
ates in the largest county in the conti
nental United States-20,167 square 
miles. 

I congratulate the following staff for 
their excellent work over the years: 
Rodolfo H. Castro, CSD executive di
rector; Patricia L. Nickols, director of 
program operations; Herman Pena, 
transportation manager; Susan M. 
Campos, Kathy Valadez-Hall, Mark E. 
Norby, Tha Le, Betty Bustamante, 
Maxine Hickman, Alfredo Morales, 
Paul Roll, Herb Rounds, Dominic 
Roma, and Helen Calhoun.e 

FEDERAL AND STATE CUTS IN 
HUMAN SERVICES PROGRAMS 

HON. SIDNEY R. YATES 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, February 2, 1983 
e Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, at a time 
when unemployment is at its most 
severe level since the Great Depres
sion, and the level of suffering among 
the poor and middle classes in Chicago 
and other parts of the Midwest is un
matched in our Nation's history, Presi
dent Reagan tells us that we are "on 
the mend" and recommends further 
cuts in domestic spending. Obviously, 
the President is still out of touch with 
the gaping holes in the so-called safety 
net. 

Last summer, the United Charities 
of Chicago and the Public Welfare Co
alition held a public hearing on the ef
fects of Federal and State budget cuts 
on human services programs. A sum
mary of testimony from a number of 
people affected by the President's irra
tional and inhumane budgetary poli
cies has just been published, and I 
think it should be required reading at 
1600 Pennsylvania Avenue. 

AGING 

George Simmons 
My name is George Simmons. I am 64 

years old. I started receiving Social Security 
at 62. In June, I was receiving $145 a month 
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and I was informed that my rent would be 
raised to $160 per month. As of July 1st of 
this year, my Social Security has been 
raised to $156. And with my Social Security 
I was receiving food stamps of $70 a month 
which put me in a very comfortable position 
until my rent was raised to $160 a month. 
Since I was only receiving $156 from Social 
Security I didn't know how to make ends 
meet. 

When I realized my rent would be more 
than my income I knew I had to find more 
money or a cheaper apartment. I went to 
the Public Aid office to discuss my situation. 
They listened very sympathetically but they 
told me there was nothing they could do, 
that I was $12 over the limit to receive Gen
eral Assistance. That level is $144. 

I was feeling very discouraged knowing it 
would be almost impossible to find an apart
ment for less than $160 per month. Think
ing that I might not have a place to live in a 
short time, I went to the Northeast Infor
mation & Referral office at the Levy Center 
on Darnen and Lawrence. I spoke to one of 
the social workers who called the Social Se
curity office to see if I was eligible for SSI. 
We were informed that I could not receive 
SSI until I was 65 in December. She set up 
an appointment for me to apply. 

The caseworker at the Levy Center also 
called my landlord and explained my situa
tion. My landlord said he would be willing 
to wait for the additional four months in
crease in my rent. The caseworker was 
pretty certain I would get the SSI. As a 
young person he had all the faith in the 
world. But as Congressman Yates will tell 
you or anyone who is retired, that until you 
get that actual check in your hand, you 
don't know what is coming and what is 
going. 

Now, as far as my food stamps, I just pray 
that they are never cut because I have just 
enough to make ends meet and to buy toilet 
paper and bars of soap. I am lucky. The 
reason I am able to pay $160 a month for 
rent is because I am not a big eater. I go to 
one store and buy a certain amount of 
items. If I have 75 cents or 90 cents left 
over, then I can buy a roll of toilet paper. 

I haven't bought a newspaper in a year 
and a half, so I don't know what is going on 
out there except by my radio. But I am sat
isfied. I want to just stress that there are a 
lot of people like me. So as far as our cuts, 
please help us with our food stamps and 
please help us with our Social Security so 
that we can have certain things to give us 
the privilege of just caring for ourselves. We 
have worked many years; I have been 
paying into Social Security since 1935 when 
it first came in. Thank you. 

Yetta Marcus 
I just turned 65 years old. Lord knows, I 

never thought things would get this bad. 
My income was $370 a month from Social 
Security. That's all. I have no other money. 
The building I live in is a two-flat purchased 
by myself and my husband. My brother 
lives downstairs and my 28 year old daugh
ter lives with me. In 1980, my husband died. 
He was disabled since 1971 with crippling 
strokes and diabetes. Prior to that time, he 
had worked for 25 years as a receiving clerk. 
I raised our two children and was a house
wife for that period. 

Even though I have managed fairly well 
since my husband's death, now my grip on 
things is slipping. Unfortunately, I have nu
merous medical problems, a pacemaker, a 
hernia, dizziness from a nervous problem, 
and degenerative osteo-arthritis. 
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Many of these problems occasionally re

quire immediate attention from a doctor 
and continuous checkups. Further, I need 
several types of medication in order to keep 
these conditions under control. Well, this 
Medicaid spend down is doing just the oppo
site. From my meager monthly check of 
$370, I am required to spend $107 each 
month in order to receive a medical card. I 
do have other bills. My electric is $47 per 
month; my gas is nearly $25 per month. I 
spend approximately $100 to $120 each 
month on food. Add to these costs, enor
mous fuel bills in the winter-it costs $550 
to fill our oil tank-property taxes of $860 
per year, insurance costs, and general main
tenance for upkeep on this building. My 
husband and I worked very hard for this 
building and I don't know how much longer 
my brother and I can hang on to it. But 
living somewhere else would be just as 
costly. 

Besides the fact that the house needs gen
eral repair and the roof leaks, I am terrified 
that I cannot get the medical care that I 
need. I have to visit my ophthalmologist 
once a month for him to open defective tear 
ducts in my eyes. I have no medical card or 
money to see him this month. The chronic 
bladder infection that afflicts me requires 
continuous medication. I pay for that or else 
I will end up in the hospital. 

Even with medication, I am supposed to 
see my urologist after each prescription 
runs out. That visit costs $26, if there are no 
extra tests involved, so I would just skip 
seeing him until it is an emergency. An in
ternist checked my throat a month ago. He 
wanted to put me in the hospital for tests 
and a biopsy. I refused to go. If I did, I 
would have to pay the first $260 in hospital 
costs before Medicare would begin to cover 
my stay. I can't afford it. It is very difficult 
for me to get around. It is $16 one way to 
use a Medicar, and impossible to travel by 
bus without help from the driver. 

I am afraid. I am afraid to spend money 
on anything and then not have it if some 
medical problem pops up. Medicare is now 
proposing to cut out coverage for pacemak
ers. What will I do? I have begun taking less 
medication than is prescribed for me to see 
if I can make it stretch until I get my medi
cal card. Getting my medical card at the end 
of the month does not ease my anxiety 
about any problem during the month. 

Two of my medications will not even be 
covered by Medicaid anymore, one for the 
pain in my arthritis and the other for my 
throat. I have to give these up. All of this is 
very hard on my nerves. It is constant stress 
and anxiety. This is my health. I have to 
have that. I can live without some material 
things, but not without my health. This is 
what I am fighting for. They all think we 
get medical care easy and free when we are 
old. That's not true. I go to a medical 
doctor, I go to a psychologist, I go to a urol
ogist, I have a pacemaker, and the money 
that I have to spend on the house, I don't 
have much left for medical bills. But the 
spend down allows you to incur the bills for 
your six months, so I have made it this 
month. But that does not mean I don't have 
to pay it back because I just came out of the 
hospital today. I was brought here right 
from the hospital, but I am worried how I 
am going to get that $360 back. 

Anna Baker 
I am Anna Baker, and I am 62 years old 

and I am here to tell you about my hard
ships, about the Medicare card. This year, I 
have been hospitalized four times, two times 
with cataracts, and one time when I got out 
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of the hospital, about a week later I got 
pneumonia and had to go back. Then I got 
my second cataract, I fell down and hurt my 
right eye. I had to have an emergency oper
ation, or I would have been blind. Well 
anyway, I have been disabled for eight 
years. I have chronic lung disease and heart 
trouble. And now, I am breaking out with a 
rash and I have two doctor bills to pay be
sides my eye doctor. 

My medical bills are about $42 a month. 
One month I didn't have enough money so I 
cut down on pain killers for my lungs. But 
many a night, I walked the floor because I 
have such pain-until I get sleepy and go to 
bed. My income is now $377 of which I pay 
$225 for rent. My telephone bill is very high 
because I have to have a special hearing 
device. So anyway, they forget that we have 
to have house utensils and our food, and 
this leaves me with $152 dollars in which 
once in awhile, we have to buy clothes, you 
know. I got the Medicare card twice, and it 
was always in the middle of the month. I 
got it July 21st and had to pay the doctor 
the first two weeks. Now I lost my right eye 
and I can't see and I am waiting for Medi
care to give me the okay to get glasses for 
my left eye. So I am waiting for Medicare to 
answer my letter, whether I get glasses or 
not, or I will have to pay for that. 

But I think us people would like to have 
our pride and our self-respect. We don't like 
to ask for all this and you know, I am just 
asking-my spend down $126 a month, but 
sometimes, I can't make it because tomor
row I am supposed to go to a skin specialist 
or my regular doctor, for which I cannot 
afford because I already put out $70 this 
month, between the eye doctor and the 
going back and forth which I have been 
taking that bus for the handicapped be
cause I can't see to get off and on the bus. 

PHYSICAL/MENTAL DISABILITY 

Verian Flagg 
My name is Verian Flagg. I am 33 years 

old, I am single, I live with my elderly aunt 
and I have been disabled since 1978 due to a 
disease known as interstitial fibrosis, which 
is caused by a rare connective tissue disor
der. There is no known cure for this disease. 
Some of my symptoms are difficult breath
ing, fatigue, persistent cough, crippling 
severe pain in my joints. I rely on a wheel
chair to get around. I require expensive 
medications for relief of my symptoms and 
must use oxygen continuously. I have been 
hospitalized nine times since being forced to 
quit my job four years ago. I was employed 
as a terminal operator for the Postal Serv
ice. My federal pension is $649 monthly. I 
am not eligible for Medicare or any other 
type of medical insurance. I received Medic
aid which covered all of my medical ex
penses until December of 1981. However, ac
cording to regulations, I must incur $386 in 
medical expenses each month before I am 
eligible for Medicaid. 

In other words, I am responsible for 
paying $386 a month for my medical care. I 
am presently paying for all of my medica
tions, but I am not able to afford doctor 
visits, lab fees and my oxygen. When my ex
penses exceed $386 per month, I then 
become eligible for a green card in that cur
rent month. I am asked to pay out almost 
60% of my income monthly for essential 
medical care. I have exhausted all of my re
sources and I receive assistance from no 
one. 

The company that supplies my oxygen 
has continued to supply despite my inability 
to pay. I was informed by them on Wednes
day of this month that beginning the 18th 
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of August, public aid would no longer pay 
for the oxygen. My supplier then told me 
that on Wednesday, which was yesterday 
the 25th, they would have to pick up the 
equipment because they could no longer 
carry me. 

I then called a social worker at Michael 
Reese who was very helpful in obtaining 
coverage for me for the rest of this month. I 
would like to be considered for what I can 
comfortably pay monthly without sacrific
ing one need for the other. Thank you. 

Lori Cruse (represented by Sara Sutchliffe 
because Ms. Cruse was illJ 

I am 26 years old, single. My testimony 
today concerns the many problems I have 
had with the SSI program, now culminating 
with the letter I have received this month 
stating that I have been cut off the pro
gram. The only income I have is from SSI, 
$238 a month. I also received a green medi
cal card but no food stamps. I was told I 
might be eligible for food stamps, but I'm 
afraid to deal with Public Aid after the way 
they embarrassed me the last time I was 
there. The reason I am involved in the SSI 
program is that I have psychiatric difficul
ties. I have tried to support myself, but 
working is very stressful for me, too stress
ful. It is hard for me to say this, but I hallu
cinate at times. And sometimes, I become 
very panicky. The last time I tried to work, I 
lasted about two days at McDonald's, but 
the pressure was too great. Since I was 21, I 
would guess I have been hospitalized over 20 
times. The longest period I have managed 
on my own during that time is about eight 
months. 

I am getting help with my problems and 
really hope to be independent in the future. 
I am involved in the counseling program at 
a clinic that I attend. I feel like I am doing 
the best that I can with my problems and I 
have these programs to thank for the 
progress I am making. The Edgewater pro
gram has been particularly helpful. They 
encourage personal responsibility but are 
still very supportive. My income problems 
really set me back, though. SSI regularly 
asks me to come in for redetermination, and 
I cooperate faithfully. 

But when I received that cutoff letter last 
Saturday, August 14th, it scared me. I would 
have been glad to see someone if they had 
asked me. My rent is $145, electric is $10 a 
month, the phone bill is $20 a month and 
food is approximately $35 a week. I learned 
to economize with food and by buying 
clothes at Amvets. It is a tight budget. 
Items like toothpaste are difficult to budget. 
There is a lot of pressure for me to cope 
with this income, and now I will have noth
ing. What am I going to do? I have no 
money set aside, no money, relatives or 
friends to support me. I would take care of 
myself if I could but I am not able now. I 
am trying but time seems to be running out. 
Thank you. 

Loretta Gawel 
My name is Loretta Gawel. I am 20 years 

old. I have a psychiatric disability which 
was so severe I could not work. About five 
years ago, I started receiving Social Security 
disability and I received a green card to help 
me with my medical bills. But a month ago, 
I stopped getting my green card based on 
the spend down program. 

According to that program, because my 
income is over $238 a month, I should be 
able to pay my own medical bills. My 
monthly check from Social Security is $365. 
My rent is $219. I live by myself in a studio 
apartment. Over half of my check goes for 
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rent alone. The rest, $146, goes for food, 
transportation, the phone bill and other ne
cessities. 

I haven 't any money left over for my med
ical bills. I appealed the decision of the 
spend down program but lost because spend 
down program is now law. Mostly, my medi
cal bills consist of out-patient therapy 
which is costly. My psychiatrist charges $40 
a session and I see him twice a month. Also, 
I see a therapist at Edgewater Uptown 
Mental Health Center, and I go to group 
therapy once a week. The green card is to 
cover these medical costs. Plus, the green 
card pays of my medical care, my dental 
bills and ICR. My therapy is crucial and ex
tremely necessary for me to continue to im
prove and recover so I may be a well-adjust
ed healthy individual and once again 
become a productive person who can hold 
down a job and contribute to society. I am 
currently in a vocational rehabilitation pro
gram at the Mental Health Association of 
Greater Chicago being retrained for secre
tarial and receptionist work. I need my 
green card back to help pay for my medical 
bills.e 

REPEAL WITHHOLDING PROVI
SION ON INTEREST AND DIVI
DENDS 

HON. CLAY E. SHAW, JR. 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, February 2, 1983 

e Mr. SHAW. Mr. Speaker, last week, 
I introduced legislation calling for the 
repeal of the 10-percent withholding 
provision on interest and dividends 
which was part of the Tax Equity and 
Fiscal Responsibility Act of 1982. 
American taxpayers, financial officers, 
and many Members of this body are 
all working feverishly to effect the 
repeal of this provision before it be
comes effective July 1 of this year. 

Bankers, in particular, have 
launched a national effort to repeal 
the 10-percent withholding tax, and I 
would like to call to the Members' at
tention an article which appeared in 
the January 1983 issue of the Florida 
Banker, the Southeast's financial serv
ices and general business magazine. 
The article, which appears on page 16, 
outlines the efforts taking place na
tionally by the American Bankers As
sociation in cooperation with the Flor
ida Bankers Association and banking 
associations in other States to imple
ment the repeal efforts. Following is 
the text of the article: 

BANKERS LAUNCH NATIONAL EFFORT To 
REPEAL 10% WITHHOLDING TAX 

Bankers throughout the country are 
working feverishly to effect repeal of the 
10% withholding tax on savings and interest 
before it becomes effective JL 1, 1983. The 
fundamental objective of the effort is to 
generate widespread grassroots mail from 
bank depositors and stockholders to Con
gress urging repeal of the tax. 

The repeal effort is being implemented in 
various ways around the nation, but the 
basic strategy consists of the following spe
cific objectives, all of which carry signifi-
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cant implications in the depositor and stock
holder relationships: 

< 1) Alerting depositors and stockholders 
about this new law which, it is safe to 
assume, most do not know exists; 

<2> Explaining clearly this it is the Federal 
Government-and not banks-that wants to 
begin withholding interest earned on sav
ings and dividends JL 1, 1983; 

(3) Informing depositors and stockholders 
that banks strongly oppose the 10% with
holding tax and that, on their behalf, banks 
are working vigorously to bring about Con
gressional repeal of the law; 

<4> Making depositors fully aware that the 
Federal law also requires money market 
funds, credit unions, corporations that pay 
dividends, etc., to withhold 10% from their 
customers earnings. 

The Florida Bankers Association is work
ing with the American Bankers Association 
<ABA> to coordinate the national effort at 
the state level. Florida bank chief executive 
officers have already received the SWATS 
<Stop Withholding At The Source> Newslet
ter, a special bulletin created expressly for 
transmission of repeal campaign informa
tion to FBA member banks. All members 
have been asked to submit to the FBA office 
information, Orlando, FL, plans and cre
ative ideas for obtaining public participation 
in the "stop withholding" effort. 

Included with the first SWATS Newslet
ter, sent out recently by FBA, was an order 
form for the ABA's free "Bankers' Repeal 
Kit," which includes sample press releases, 
camera-ready advocacy ads, speeches, 
sample letters to congressmen, and other 
materials to get the maximum number of 
people involved in the campaign. 

The national "stop withholding" cam
paign is a product of extensive research and 
planning. Following are some of the ques
tions bankers may be asked by customers 
about the new law. The questions and an
swers were prepared by ABA: 

Q. What does withholding on interests 
and dividends mean? 

A. It is part of last summer's tax reform 
legislation, and it requires banks and other 
financial institutions and corporations that 
pay interest dividends to begin withholding 
10% of most interest and dividend earnings 
JL 1, 1983. The money that is withheld will 
be sent to the IRS for tax payments. 

Q. Does withholding affect the amount of 
money a person earns from interest and 
dividends? 

A. Yes, and 10% of accrued interest and 
dividend earnings that would otherwise be 
compounded would be withheld instead. For 
example, if a person was due a $200 interest 
payment JL 1983, and planned to leave this 
payment in his bank to compound, he would 
have the use of only $180 in that account 
because the other 10% <$20) would be with
held for the IRS. 

Q. What will withholding of interest and 
dividends cost savers and investors? 

A. It will cost them collectively at least 
$1.5 billion in foregone earnings on interest 
and dividends. Here's how the figure breaks 
down: There are 80 million savers in the 
U.S. The government estimates that $300 
billion in interest and dividends will be sub
ject to withholding in 1983. A 10% withhold
ing rate would bring the government about 
$30 billion by the end of the year. If people 
reinvest~d this at 10% they would collect 
$1.5 bllll'on in additional income from their 
investment earnings. 

Q. Are there exemptions to withholding? 
A. Yes. Senior citizens with a tax liability 
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citizens under age 65 with a tax liability of 
$600 <or $1,000 on a joint return) may apply 
for an exemption from withholding, howev
er, each person will have to file an exemp
tion form for each amount. 

Q. Is exemption automatic? 
A. No. In order to be exempt, a person 

must file an exemption form swearing that 
he or she falls under the tax liability limita
tion. 

Q. Where do I file the exemption form? 
A. The exemption form must be filed with 

each institution where the person has an ac
count. 

For example, if you have a bank savings 
account, a six-month certificate of deposit 
from an S&L or a money market mutual 
fund, and you receive dividends from two 
corporations in which you own stock, then 
you must file five exemption certificates
one at each institution. 

Q. If you earn less than $150 a year in in
terest, will 10% of your earnings be with
held? 

A. Under the IRS regulations, a bank or 
other financial institution can choose not to 
withhold interest on accounts earning less 
than $150.00 per year, but because there is 
such active turnover in so many accounts, it 
may be impossible to judge just what the 
final interest earnings might be for some ac
counts; therefore, financial institutions may 
decide to deduct on all non·exempt ac
counts. 

Q. What if I'm eligible for an exemption 
but fail to apply for it? Can I get back the 
money my bank has withheld? 

A. Not from the bank and not until the 
end of the year when you file your tax 
return. If you fail to apply for an exemp· 
tion, the bank is required by law to with
hold 10% of your interest earnings. 

Q. Will I have to file a new exemption cer
tificate every time I open a new savings ac
count or buy new stock from a different 
company? 

A. Yes, otherwise, the 10% interest and 
dividend withholding provision will apply. 

Q. Is there any way to stop the 10% inter
est and dividend withholding from going 
into effect? 

A. Congress has the power to repeal this 
law before it goes into effect JL 1, 1983. 
Bills have been introduced already that 
would repeal the 10% withholding of inter
est and dividends. If you believe that the 
10% withholding provision is unfair and un
necessary, you should write to your US con
gressman and US senators and urge them to 
vote for repeal of the law. 

Charles E. Buker, Jr., president of the 
Florida Bankers Association and vice chair
man, Barnett Bank of South Florida, 
Miami, commented: "Fortunately, our polit
ical system allows its citizens to remedy mis
takes in hurriedly-passed legislation. There 
is no reason why the new Congress elected 
this fall can't repeal this withholding tax on 
savings and investments before it becomes 
effective JL 1, 1983. Florida bankers are op
timistic that the outcome of this 'stop with
holding' campaign will reflect the wishes of 
the majority of our nation."• 
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COL. MITCHELL WOLFSON 

HON. DANTE 8. FASCELL 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, February 2, 1983 

•Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Speaker, one of 
south Florida's pioneers and leading 
citizens passed away last Friday, and 
his death marks the end of an era for 
our· community. Mitchell Wolfson suf
fered a fatal heart attack on January 
28. 

Colonel Wolfson-as he liked to be 
known because he felt great pride over 
his wartime service and rank-was the 
founder and driving force behind the 
Miami-based Wometco Enterprises. Es
tablished in 1925, Wometco became 
one of the State's leading companies. 
Its holdings include WTVJ-TV, Flor
ida's first television station; five other 
television stations; a cable television 
operation; the Miami Seaquarium; the 
Key West Conch Train; vending ma
chine and video game operations; a 
soft drink company; and other proper
ties. 

Born in Key West in 1900, young 
Wolfson and his family moved to 
Miami in 1917 and he began work as 
an assistant shipping clerk in the 
family dry goods business. In 7 years, 
he was treasurer of the company and 
his dynamic career was well underway. 

The energy and vitality that he gave 
to his business were also evident in his 
contributions to the community. His 
membership and leadership in various 
civic and charitable organizations are 
too numerous to mention. However, he 
never forgot his native Key West and 
was instrumental in sparking a resto
ration drive there and also saved from 
destruction and restored the historical 
Audubon House. 

He held public office as a three-term 
commissioner and mayor of the city of 
Miami Beach, resigning as mayor to 
enlist in the Army during World War 
II. His patriotism was strong and he 
frequently stated his gratitude to his 
Nation for making his kind of success 
possible. 

His wife, Frances, passed away in 
1980, and he is survived by a daughter, 
Frances Carey; a son, Mitchell, Jr.; 
and five grandchildren. I know our col
leagues will want to join with me in 
expressing our deepest symathy to his 
family. He will be sorely missed.• 

ACCOMPLISHMENTS OF THE 
26TH STREET BUSINESSMEN'S 
ASSOCIATION 

HON. WILLIAM 0. LIPINSKI 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, February 2, 1983 
e Mr. LIPINSKI. Mr. Speaker, it gives 
me great pleasure to present before 
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this distinguished body, a resolution 
acknowledging the accomplishments 
of a group of my constituents who are 
members of the 26th Street Business
men's Association. I am sure that my 
esteemed colleagues will join me in 
this recognition of the businessmen of 
the Little Village Community. 

RESOLUTION 

Whereas, The Little Village Community 
on Chicago's west side is proud of its flour
ishing 26th Street business district, and 

Whereas, The businessmen of the Little 
Village 26th Street business district have 
joined together to form the 26th Street 
Businessmen's Association to foster commu
nity pride, as well as, to improve the local 
business climate, and 

Whereas, The 26th Street Businessmen's 
Association sponsors the annual gala 
parade, along 26th Street on September 
16th, in recognition and celebration of 
Mexican Independence Day, and 

Whereas, The 26th Street Businessmen's 
Association co-sponsors the four day Little 
Village Fair, locally known as the Fiesta de 
"La Villi ta" . which draws over 150,000 
people which promotes community solidari
ty and pride, and 

Whereas, The 26th Street Businessmen's 
Association has recently elected and in
stalled a new Board of Directors, and 

Whereas, Mr. Guadalupe Martinez, the 
owner of La Justicia Inc. of 3638 West 26th 
Street and 3435 West 26th Street, is now the 
new President of the 26th Street Business
men's Association; Eleazar Martinez, owner 
of Zapateria Arna, 3744 West 26th Street, is 
Vice-President; Hugo Hernandez, owner of 
Banos Azteca, 2459 South Pulaski Road, is 
Treasurer; Raynaldo Villarreal, owner of 
Modas Raquel, 3836 West 26th Street, is As
sistant Treasurer; and Pedro A. Vignettes, 
owner of Mexico Driving School, is Secre
tary. 

Now therefore be it resolved and submit
ted by the Honorable William 0. Lipinski, 
M.C. of the 5th Congressional District of 
the State of Illinois, that the 98th Congress 
of the United States of America in a meet
ing assembled this -- day of -----, 
1983, do hereby congratulate the 26th 
Street Businessmen's Association and wish 
them continued success, and 

Be it further resolved the Congress of the 
United States of America wishes to con
gratulate Guadalupe Martinez, President; 
Eleazar Martinez, Vice-President; Hugo Her
nandez, Treasurer; Raynaldo Villarreal, As
sistant Treasurer; and Pedro A. Vignettes, 
Secretary on the election to their new of
fices.e 

MORE THAN SOCIAL SECURITY 
WAS AT STAKE 

HON. GERALDINE A. FERRARO 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, February 2, 1983 

•Ms. FERRARO. Mr. Speaker, on 
Tuesday, January 18, the Washington 
Post carried an excellent op ed piece 
by Senator DANIEL PATRICK MOYNIHAN 
on the important work of the National 
Commission of Social Security 
Reform. As a member of that Commis
sion, Senator MOYNIHAN was privi
leged to participate in the difficult ne-
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gotiations which resulted in the Com
mission's recent agreement. 

Senator MOYNIHAN thoughtfully ar
ticulates the great significance of the 
Commission's product in providing re
assurances to the American people 
that we as a nation continue to have 
the capacity to govern. For the more 
than 50 percent of the American 
people who in 1979 expressed little or 
no confidence that social security ben
efits would be there when their time 
came, the Commission's agreement 
represents a very vital accomplish
ment. I commend the article by Sena
tor MOYNIHAN entitled "More Than 
Social Security Was at Stake" which 
follows to my colleagues: 
MORE THAN SOCIAL SECURITY WAS AT STAKE 

The success of the National Commission 
on Social Security Reform in reaching an 
agreement that The Post generously de
scribes as being "as close to absolute fair
ness as any Social Security revision can ever 
be," raises the possibility of further suc
cesses, equally important. 

This requires some further description of 
how the agreement came about. Next it will 
help to recognize how much we needed such 
a success. 

As The Post has reported, it is the judg
ment of Sen. Bob Dole that the commission 
was just about resigned to failure when, on 
Jan. 3, in the course of opening ceremonies 
of the new Congress, I came over, tapped 
him on the shoulder and asked: "Are we 
going to let this commission die without 
giving it one more try?" The rest of the 
story has been well reported. What I would 
like to explain is why I suggested one more 
try. It is because that morning a newspaper 
article written by Sen. Dole had suggested 
that such an effort could succeed. His 
theme was that the president and the Re
publican leadership in the Congress were 
working well together and would continue 
to do so: 

"Social Security is a case in point. With 
116 million workers supporting it and 36 
million beneficiaries relying on it, Social Se
curity overwhelms every other domestic pri
ority. Through a combination of relatively 
modest steps, including some acceleration of 
already scheduled taxes and some reduction 
in the rate of future benefit increases, the 
system can be saved. When it is, much of 
the credit, rightfully, will belong to this 
president and his party." 

Note well: "relatively modest steps." This 
was the first statement by a prominent Re
publican leader that the sky was not falling, 
the system was not "bankrupt," was not a 
"giant Ponzi scheme," and nationwide 
"chain letter." 

At a meeting of the commission on Dec. 
10, Alan Greenspan, the incomparably 
gifted chairman of the commission, had 
commented that the problem of Social Se
curity "seems to be unsurmountable, but in 
reality is not all that big." But the remark 
was not reported, and in any event it had to 
come from such as Dole. 

There being nothing in Tocqueville to ex
plain this, I will turn to Henry Kissinger, 
who was wont to break conferences and 
meetings by declaring: "Agreed. It's a good 
argument. And it has the further advantage 
of being true." 

Just so Sen. Dole's remark. From the 
onset of the Social Security crisis, Demo
crats in the main have agreed-how could 
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we not?-that the system had run into a 
sharp short-term problem in the aftermath 
of something that "couldn't happen" and 
surely was not foreseen, an inflationary re
cession <roughly during the years 1980-82). 
But starting in 1990, barring worldwide ca
tastrophe, the system goes into surplus and 
stays that way for a generation. 

The commission proposals will raise or 
save $169 billion in the seven years 1983-89. 
At the end of the period there will be, or at 
least we and the White House project. $100 
billion in the Old Age, Survivors and Dis
ability Insurance fund. In other words, the 
"shortfall" in the short term appears to be 
in the $60 billion to $70 billion range. Not a 
small sum, but not an overwhelming one 
either. Later, new difficulties appear, but as 
a proportion of gross national product, the 
actuaries agree that Social Security in 
2050-at 5.62 percent-will not be much 
more than it is today-at 5.16 percent. 

All true-and anyone who troubles to read 
the commission report will find it there. But 
the truth is only a "further advantage." 
The decisive issue is the import of the argu
ment. 

Social Security, as Sen. Dole wrote, " over
whelms every other domestic priority." The 
Democrats began Social Security, true 
enough. But the triumph of the American 
political system came when the Republicans 
not only continued it, but expanded it. 
President Eisenhower added Disability In
surance, and President Nixon added Supple
mentary Security Income. 

After nearly a half-century, the matter 
had seemed resolved. Then it turned out it 
wasn't. 

There had begun what Sylvia Porter has 
called "a scare campaign of vicious propor
tions" to convince the American people that 
Social Security was a fraud, that they would 
never get their benefits. <Leaving Blair 
House Saturday at about 1:30 in the after
noon, I got a cab, explained to the driver 
what was going on, and was told I was wast
ing my time, that the Social Security money 
had been given away as foreign aid. He-age 
59-was sure he would never get any of his 
promised benefits.) 

In 1979, an earlier Social Security commis
sion had a poll done by Peter D. Hart and 
Associates on attitudes toward the system. 
To the utter confoundment of those of us 
who had thought the matter settled, Hart 
reported that more than half the populace 
expressed little or no confidence that Social 
Security benefits would be there when their 
time came. 

Think a moment. Half the population 
doesn't think it is going to have retirement 
benefits that are desperately needed by 
most. Not the cheeriest of thoughts. But 
think further to what is further implied. 
That government is lying. That government 
is stealing. That government cannot be 
trusted. 

That is what the Social Security argu
ment of the past two years has been about. 
If so large a portion of our people could be 
brought to believe something so utterly sub
versive of self-government, we are in trouble 
indeed. Especially as it was not so. 

Then Sen. Dole said as much. Meetings 
began on our side of the Capitol. Barber C. 
Conable joined us from the House. All of a 
sudden the invitation came for all of us to 
go out to the home of the White House 
chief of staff, James Baker. By the end of 
that meeting, it was clear that a long negoti
ation was ahead, but also what was at stake. 
Someone had said that what was really in
volved was our capacity to govern. We begin 
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to accept the idea that there are fundamen
tal issues that our system cannot resolve. 

We have got to stop that. There is a 
center in American politics. It can govern. 
The commission is just an example of what 
can be done. First, get your facts straight. 
Everyone is entitled to his own opinion, but 
not his own facts. Second, decide to live 
with the facts. Third, resolve to surmount 
them. Because, fourth, what is at stake is 
our capacity to govern. 

<The writer, a Democratic senator from 
New York, is a member of the National 
Commission on Social Security Reform.>• 

TRIBUTE HONORING THE lOOTH 
ANNIVERSARY OF THE BAY 
AREA CHAMBER OF COM
MERCE 

HON. BOB TRAXLER 
OF MICHIGAN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, February 2, 1983 

• Mr. TRAXLER. Mr. Speaker, I feel 
privileged to have the opportunity to 
pay tribute to a fine community orga
nization from Michigan's Eighth Con
gressional District, the Bay Area 
Chamber of Commerce, on the occa
sion of their lOOth anniversary. 

Through the Bay Area Chamber of 
Commerce, the entire community of 
Bay City, Mich., is directing its course 
toward steady, healthy, well-balanced 
progress, and the worthwhile divi
dends of diversified community devel
opment. The chamber has continuous
ly served the bay area for 100 years; 
the community's first board fo trade 
was established in 1883. Founded by a 
coalition of concerned citizens who 
were dedicated to the improvement 
and promotion of the bay area, the 
chamber went on to become one of the 
most well-respected chambers in the 
State of Michigan. 

Over the past 100 years, this organi
zation has been known under five dif
ferent names: Bay City Board of 
Trade, Bay City Businessmen's Asso
ciation, Bay City Board of Commerce, 
Bay City Chamber of Commerce, 
Greater Bay City Chamber of Com
merce, and finally, the Bay Area 
Chamber of Commerce. 

The Bay Area Chamber of Com
merce has supported local businesses 
and assisted other local organizations 
in a variety of community projects 
without interruption for one century. 
The Bay Area Chamber of Commerce 
has always been in the forefront of 
economic change and progress in Bay 
City, and is greatly respected by all. 
The chamber offers the Bay City busi
ness community the opportunity to 
grow and expand in order to meet the 
many demands currently facing small 
businesses in Michigan through semi
nars, speakers, trips, and programs. 
The Bay Area Chamber of Commerce 
is indeed looked upon as a leader in 
shaping the community's economic 
future. 
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I am truly honored to represent one 

of the few chambers that have been in 
operation for 100 continuous years_ 
Please join with me in congratulating 
the Bay Area Chamber of Commerce, 
its executive director, Fran Braman, 
along with the board of directors, both 
past and present, for a job well done.e 

CAMPBELL SOUP PRESIDENT 
NAMED ADMAN OF THE YEAR 

HON. JAMES J. FLORIO 
OF NEW JERSEY 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, February 2, 1983 

• Mr. FLORIO. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to take this opportunity to con
gratulate R. Gordon McGovern, presi
dent of Campbell Soup Co., on his 
being named 1982 Adman of the Year. 

Making this announcement was Ad
vertising Age magazine, which recog
nized that Mr. McGovern has greatly 
expanded Campbell's marketing abili
ties during his 2 years at the helm of 
the company, which is based in the 
First Congressional District of New 
Jersey. 

Mr. McGovern is an able administra
tor and is highly respected by his 
peers in the food manufacturing in
dustry. I believe that he is a truly 
worthy recipient of this prestigious 
award. 

The accomplishments of Mr. McGov
ern and Campbell Soup were recently 
noted by the Newark Star-Ledger. I 
would like to share with my colleagues 
the following article: 

[From the Star-Ledger, Jan. 5, 19831 
CAMPBELL SOUP CHIEF WINS ADMAN OF YEAR 

R. Gordon McGovern, who in two years as 
president of Campbell Soup Co. has success
fully repositioned the company as an ag
gressive marketer, is the 1982 Adman of the 
Year. 

Advertising Age bestowed the m-m-m good 
honor on McGovern for transforming 
Camden-based Campbell Soup "from a 
stodgy, production-oriented canning oper
ation" into a company with marketing 
muscle. 

McGovern 56, formerly headed the com
pany's Pepperidge Farm subsidiary. In 
April, he became a management cult hero of 
sorts after taking the company's board of di
rectors on a shopping trip to a local super
market. McGovern says he does the family 
grocery shopping on Saturdays as a method 
of keeping abreast of the Campbell's mar
ketplace. 

Paul Mulcahy, managing director of the 
soup company's in-house CSC Advertising 
agency, said the McGovern regime has dou
bled its advertising budget in the last two 
years, while increasing its marketing ex
penditures by 72 percent. Campbell 's spends 
well over $100 million on media advertising 
to support its brands, according to Market
ing & Media Decisions. 

Soup accounts for only 30 percent of the 
company's revenues. Other product lines in
clude Pepperidge Farm, Swanson TV din
ners, Mrs. Paul's Kitchens, Prego Spaghetti 
Sauce, Franco-American, Vlasik Pickles, 
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Snow King Frozen Foods, Godiva Chocola
tier and Juice Bowl Products. 

Earnings in the fiscal year ended Aug. 31 
increased 15 percent from a year earlier to 
$149.6 million. Sales totaled $2.94 billion. 
Fiscal 1983 revenues easily will exceed $3 
billion and profits should soar at least 10 
percent. 

Campbell's employs 10 advertising compa
nies, which are managed by the in-house 
agency. BBDO places all prime time sports, 
cable and half of the spot television for 
Campbell 's Ogilvy & Mather is repsonsible 
for the other half of spot TV, plus daytime 
and early morning television. Backer & 
Spielvogel has late night TV and print, 
while Needham, Harper & Steers buys all 
radio time. Nearly 70 percent of the media 
dollars are invested in television. 

Campbell 's shocked the advertising world 
in May of 1981, when it shifted the Red & 
White soup account from BBDO to Backer 
& Spielvogel. 

Among the company's marketing innova
tions are an 11-page cover gatefold advertis
ing placed in the yearend issue of People 
magazine and implementation of the David 
Ogilvy award for its top brand management 
team. 

Meanwhile, McGovern's mission contin
ues. He has designed an acquisition program 
designed to add a minimum of $200 million 
to the Company's sales every two years. 

It's clear the acquisition strategy will 
center on product lines that cater to the 
ever-changing eating habits of the American 
consumer. The addition of Mrs. Paul's 
Kitchens <a leader in frozen fish> and the 
introduction of the Pepperidge Farm Deli's 
line are prime examples of McGovern's phi
losophy.e 

IN HONOR OF BLACK HISTORY 
MONTH 

HON. TOM LANTOS 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, February 2, 1983 

e Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, I am 
proud to join my colleagues in com
memorating Black History Month. 
One can only speculate as to how 
many accomplishments by American 
blacks have gone unrecognized. When 
we honor the famous leaders who have 
helped make our Nation great, such as 
Martin Luther King, Jr., Booker T. 
Washington, and W. E. B. Dubois, it is 
essential that we not forget the 
unsung heroes and heroines whose 
names we will never know. We can 
only wonder how many accomplish
ments by black inventors, black writ
ers, or black scientists have gone un
recognized by society. The famous 
black leaders who we honor this 
month represent only a minute frac
tion of the unsung heroes whose ac
complishments remain a mystery. It is 
truly unfortunate that this gaping 
hole in American cultural, scientific, 
and intellectual history remains. 

Black History Month was estab
lished by Dr. Carter G. Woodson, 58 
years ago. Although he was born into 
a prejudiced society, he grew to 
become one of this century's great 
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leaders. Woodson brought a long over
due beacon of light to the study of 
black history. In order to pursue his 
goal, he founded the Association for 
the Study of Negro Life and History, 
and for 35 years he remained the asso
ciation's director. 

Although blacks have had to spend 
much time fighting the current in an 
ocean of unpopular public opinion, 
many have taken their rightful place 
as great forerunners in the sciences 
and the arts. Since 1800, when Dr. 
James Durham became America's first 
black physician, blacks have been a 
guiding force in the fields of medicine 
and chemistry. Dr. Charles Drew, who 
developed the Nation's first blood 
plasma bank, was responsible for 
saving thousands of lives. It is ironic 
and tragic that Drew died because he 
was turned away from a near hospital 
due to the color of his skin. Open 
heart surgery has become routine 
thanks to Dr. Daniel Hale Williams, 
who was instrumental in perfecting 
the procedure. Chemist Percy Julian, 
through his invention of cortisone, has 
relieved the agony of enumerable suf
fers of rheumatoid arthritis. 

When blacks from Africa were 
brought to America as slaves, we not 
only shackled their bodies, we also 
shackled our own potential as a socie
ty. We are fortunate, however, that 
the black people would not let their 
souls and ambitions be bound. Al
though we cannot compensate for past 
injustices, we must continue to strive 
for total equality. Black History 
Month is a tribute to those Americans 
who have fought so long and worked 
so hard to make the dream of equality 
a reality.e 

TAXING OF HEALTH INSURANCE 
BENEFITS 

HON. MARY ROSE OAKAR 
OF OHIO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, February 2, 1983 

•Ms. OAKAR. Mr. Speaker, today I 
am introducing a resolution regarding 
the President's budget proposal to tax 
employees' health benefits. 

The President proposes that effec
tive January l, 1984, employees be re
quired to pay social security and 
income taxes on employer-paid health 
insurance premiums in excess of $175 
per month or $2,100 per year for a 
family plan, and $70 per month or 
$840 a year for a single plan. The $175 
and $70 amounts will be indexed to 
rise with inflation. 

This proposal is just another cruel 
and heartless blow to the American 
people. 

We are all aware of the incredibly 
spiraling cost of health care. In 1981, 
the United States spent an estimated 
$287 billion for health care, an 
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amount equal to 9.8 percent of the 
gross national product. We all ac
knowledge that steps must be taken to 
curb these high costs, but is the Presi
dent's proposal the proper step to 
take? 

In 1981, consumers of health care 
paid out $255 billion in total personal 
health care expenditures, up 16.2 per
cent from spending in 1980. On a per 
capita basis, $1,090 was spent in 1981, 
an increase of 15.1 percent from the 
1980 level. In 1981, over $70 billion was 
paid out in health insurance premi
ums. 

If this proposal is enacted, the al
ready financially beleaguered con
sumer will be forced to pay out yet an
other health care expenditure. Con
sumers cannot withstand any more fi
nancial hardship. 

This year, due to the passage of the 
Tax Equity and Fiscal Responsibility 
Act, taxpayers will no longer be able 
to deduct one-half of their medical in
surance premiums up to a maximum 
of $150. What is more, the floor for al
lowable medical deductions was raised 
from 3 to 5 percent of adjusted gross 
income. If this proposal is enacted, 
taxpayers will suffer yet another 
health care financial loss. Taxpayers 
cannot withstand any more financial 
hardship. 

If this proposal is enacted, not only 
will it be unjust, but it will be inequi
table as well. The proposed nationwide 
limit on tax-free employer contribu
tions would discriminate against the 
working aged, handicapped, and 
chronically ill whose health insurance 
premiums are more costly than those 
for younger, healthier workers. It 
would discriminate against employees 
who live in high medical-cost areas
such as New York, Los Angeles, and 
Cleveland-where health insurance 
preIIliums are more costly. 

It would discriminate against all em
ployees because while they will be 
forced to pay taxes on a portion of 
these benefits, corporations and busi
nesses will still be perIIlitted to deduct 
the expense from their taxes-that is 
if they still have corporate taxes. Em
ployees cannot withstand any more fi
nancial hardship. We in Government 
can and must take action to protect 
these groups from this tax.e 

CONCERNED CITIZEN HELPS 
FLOOD VICTIMS 

HON. BILL CHAPPELL, JR. 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, February 2, 1983 

e Mr. CHAPPELL. Mr. Speaker, re
cently, Mr. Rick Mattson of Orange 
Park, Fla., was the subject of a lauda
tory news article which appeared in 
the Jacksonville Journal. 



February 2, 1983 
Mr. Mattson, a businessman and 

concerned citizen, had learned of the 
terrible devastation which had oc
curred in Times Beach, Mo. That city 
was ravished by a December flood that 
left toxic chemicals in its wake, and 
caused the evacuation of its residents. 

Reading of this catastrophe, Mr. 
Mattson, at his own expense, delivered 
a semitrailer load of clothing, food, 
and even some financial donations, 
gathered from residents of Orange 
Park, a city in my Fourth Congression
al District. 

The actions on the part of Mr. Matt
son are worthy of the honor of nation
al recognition and appreciation. It is a 
privilege to represent a district in 
which such selfless and concerned in
dividuals reside. 

I submit the article in its entirety, as 
a thought provoking and necessary 
reading for us all. 

A HELPING HAND FOR A FLOODED LITTLE 
TOWN 

<By Kevin Bezner> 
ORANGE PARK.-Residents of tiny Times 

Beach, Mo .. which was ravaged last month 
by a flood that left toxic chemicals in its 
wake, say they're grateful to a local busi
nessman for filling his 40-foot semi-trailer 
with clothing, canned food and other house
hold goods for the victims. 

Rick Mattson, owner of Tallman Pools of 
Jacksonville Inc. and Mattson Pool Manu
facturers, delivered the semi-trailer to 
Times Beach City Marshal Ralph Case the 
week before Christmas. 

Many of the city's citizens-who number 
between 2.500 and 2,800-benefited from the 
goods collected by Mattson at a dropoff 
point at the Orange Park Mall. 

"The clothes he brought are probably all 
gone," said Case, who is in charge of law en
forcement for the city. "He really helped us 
a lot." 

Mattson appealed to the citizens of 
Orange Park to help flood victims in three 
states after he watched a Dec. 8 CBS televi
sion news account of their plight. 

"It wasn't junk. People brought good 
things. One box had new sheets in it. They 
weren't even out of the plastic," said Matt
son, who expressed his gratitude to area 
residents. 

Times Beach residents who received one 
of three checks and a $20 bill donated by 
Jacksonville-area residents were especially 
grateful, Case said. 

"I picked those individuals out who got 
them checks and they had nothing, not a 
penny in their pocket," Case said. "It wasn't 
a large amount, but it was enough to help 
somebody who needed money." 

Missouri, Arkansas and Illinois were hard 
hit by floodwaters when heavy rains last 
month drove the waters of the Meramec 
and Missouri rivers over their banks and 
into thousands of homes and businesses. 

The Meramec sent crushing waters 
through Times Beach, which is about 30 
miles west of St. Louis, at a speed of 45 
mph, Case said. 

The city was completely under water. 
Some 360 trailers in two trailer parks were 
destroyed, Case said. 

Walls of houses were ripped out, and 
other houses floated down the streaming 
water. "It was just chaos. You couldn't 
hardly handle it," Case said. 
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Mattson, who spent about $1,000 of his 

own money on the trip, chose Times Beach 
after reading news reports of its struggle to 
cope with the flood's aftermath. 

"It was just something that hit me in the 
heart. I felt we had to do something for 
those people out there," said Mattson, ex
plaining why he set off to help flood vic
tims. 

He said he was overwhelmed by what he 
saw when he visited Times Beach: smashed 
trailers, trailers in ditches, the muddy 
waters of the river and homes streaked with 
mud. "The people were out in their yards 
trying to hose it <the mud> off their furni
ture," he said. 

Some residents have returned to their 
homes and begun the long process of re
building, Case said. 

But adding to the city's woes was debris 
contaminated with dioxin, an extremely 
toxic substance. Residents were told not to 
clear away the debris after tests showed 
that dioxin was in the city's soil. 

Times Beach residents are now mostly in 
need of building supplies, Case said. 

"We're hanging in there," he said.e 

LYNDHURST HONORS MAYOR 
JAMES M. GUIDA 

HON. JOSEPH G. MINISH 
OF NEW JERSEY 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, February 2, 1983 

•Mr. MINISH. Mr. Speaker, on Janu
ary 28, the people of Lyndhurst, N.J., 
paid tribute to their distinguished 
native son and public servant, Mayor 
Michael Guida. I would like to share 
with you part of the tribute to that 
fine man, who is an inspiration to all 
public-spirited citizens: 

OUR HONORED GUEST 
Mayor James Michael Guida is a life-long 

resident of Lyndhurst and a graduate of the 
Lyndhurst School system. He received a 
Bachelor of Science Degree from Seton Hall 
University in 1954 and later attended St. 
Louis University on five consecutive Nation
al Science grants completing thirty gradu
ate credits in mathematics. In 1974, a Mas
ters Degree in Education was conferred 
upon him from Seton Hall University. 
Courses completed at Montclair State Uni
versity also earned him a Principal's Certifi· 
cation in 1974. 

"Jim" is married to the former Mary Ann 
Tuzzio and they have three children, James 
an attorney, Christine a secretary, and 
Mary Jo a senior at Lyndhurst High School. 

Mayor Guida began his teaching career at 
Don Bosco High School in Ramsey in 1955 
where he taught Math and was also ap
pointed the head football coach and later 
the head baseball coach and faculty moder
ator. 

In 1960 he returned to Lyndhurst High 
School where he has been teaching for the 
past twenty-two years. He has also served 
three years as assistant baseball and assist
ant basketball coach and was head basket
ball coach in 1966 and 1967, and also served 
as Class Advisor for the past fourteen years. 
He's been involved as a coach for Babe Ruth 
<4 years), American Legion Baseball <2 
years), Lyndhurst Giants <3 years> and 
Midget Football ( 12 years). 

Jim Guida has been an active member of 
many civic and fraternal organizations such 
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as Lyndhurst Elks, AMVETS, Lyndhurst 
Teachers Association, N.E.A., and St. Mi
chael's Holy Name Society. He's been a li
brary trustee <1977 /81 >; Joint Sewer Chair
man <1977 /81>; Senior Building chairman 
<1978/82); Planning Board member <1983); 
member of South Bergen Mayors' Associa
tion <1983>; and the Hackensack Meadow
lands Mayors' Committee <1983). He has 
also served as a Committeeman for the 
Bergen County Democratic Association, and 
as Legislative Aide to Senator Joseph Hir
kala. In addition he is a member of the New 
Jersey Mayors Association, and has served 
as a chairman for the Ileitis Fund <1982/83.) 

In May 1977 he was elected as an inde
pendent to the Lyndhurst Board of Com
missioners serving as Director of Finance, 
during which term he revamped the Fi
nance Department and initiated a new au
diting system. He was reelected in May of 
1981 and is now serving as Director of Parks 
and Public Property. On Tuesday, January 
4th, 1983, James M. Guida became the twen
tieth Mayor of the Township of Lyndhurst. 

Mayor Guida has contributed towards the 
development of our community's youth, the 
improvement of our seniors golden years 
and the betterment of the quality of life for 
all our citizens. 

A MOTHER'S TOAST 
I have been blessed with two fine sons 

who have given me many happy and pride
ful memories. Both have been a credit to 
their families and to their communities as 
well. I conceive them to be my finest contri
bution to the world. 

Tonight the stars shine for my oldest son, 
James. Once again, I am filled with love for 
him and pride for his accomplishments. 

I know that he will not rest on his laurels 
and that he will continue to do his very best 
for the Township of Lyndhust and its resi
dents. I wish his father could be present to 
raise his glass with me to toast our son, 
Mayor James Guida. 

May he lead our community with wisdom, 
patience and understanding, and may he be 
blessed with good health and happiness for 
his efforts.-Mrs. TERESA GUIDA .• 

CONGRESSIONAL 
ACCOUNT ABILITY ACT 

HON. OLYMPIA J. SNOWE 
OF MAINE 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, February 2, 1983 

•Mrs. SNOWE. Mr. Speaker, since 
the close of the last session, Congress 
has been fiercely criticized-and with 
good reason-for granting itself a pay 
raise. Lifting the pay cap through an 
unusual parliamentary procedure was 
an irresponsible, inappropriate act and 
I am proud to report that I voted 
against removing the cap. To think of 
giving ourselves a pay raise at a time 
when economic conditions make life 
difficult for many Americans, is not 
only an embarrassment, but a dis
grace. To prevent such action from 
taking place in the future, I am today 
introducing legislation which will 
insure that changes effecting congres
sional compensation are made in a 
straightforward manner. The Congres-
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sional Accountability Act is simple and 
consists of the following three parts: 

First. It requires that a record vote 
be taken on any bill or resolution that 
adjusts the rate of pay for Members, 
affects the limitations on outside earn
ings, or provides Members with income 
tax credits or deductions. Only stand
ard cost-of-living adjustments will be 
permitted without a vote under this 
provision. 

Second. It provides that such 
changes in compensation be the only 
item considered, thereby avoiding the 
type of confusion caused when a con
gressional pay increase is included 
with other important legislation. 

Third. Finally, it provides that any 
changes in compensation enacted only 
become effective in the Congress fol
lowing their enactment. I hope that 
my colleagues will join me in making 
the necessary changes to correct the 
inappropriate manner in which con
gressional pay has been considered.• 

AN INTERNATIONAL RESPONSE 
FOR DIPLOMATIC SECURITY 

HON. FRANK J. GUARINI 
OF NEW JERSEY 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, February 2, 1983 

e Mr. GUARINI. Mr. Speaker, I have 
introduced legislation today which 
seeks to establish an International 
Office of Diplomatic Security with the 
United Nations. 

According to the Central Intelli
gence Agency there were 6,714 terror
ist incidents around the world between 
1968 and 1980. Since 1980 the number 
has grown so quickly that the 1980's 
may come to be known as the "Decade 
of International Terrorism." Almost 
one-third of all terrorist activities are 
directed at Americans or American in
stallations. In recent years we have 
seen the hostage crisis in Iran, the 
burning of the American Embassy in 
Pakistan, and the assassination and 
kidnaping of American diplomatic and 
military personnel. The situation has 
grown to the point where Ambassador 
Robert M. Sayre reports that 15 per
cent of the operating budget of the 
Department of State goes to pay for 
the protection of our personnel and fa
cilities overseas. 

In a speech given before the Interna
tional Civil Aviation Security Confer
ence in July of last year, Ambassador 
Sayre, Director of the Department of 
State's Office for Combating Terror
ism stated: 

[WJe must have an international consen
sus, and cooperation on security threats to 
our operation. 

This is what my concurrent resolu
tion seeks to do. It expresses the sense 
of the Congress that the President act 
to see established in the United Na
tions an International Office of Diplo-
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matic Security to monitor compliance 
by all nations in protecting personnel 
and missions. This Office would work 
with the governments of the world to 
insure adequate protection measures 
for diplomatic corps stationed in that 
country. 

It is hard to believe that in the face 
of growing international terrorism 
there is no international body that 
specifically deals with the problem. I 
urge all Members to support my reso
lution. Establishing an International 
Office of Diplomatic Security with the 
United Nations would offer a realistic 
beginning in dealing with the growing 
problem of international terrorism.e 

OPPORTUNITY FOR PROGRESS 
IN NUCLEAR ARMS CONTROL: 
RATIFY THE TTB AND PNE 
TREATIES 

HON. CLEMENT J. ZABLOCKI 
OF WISCONSIN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, February 2, 1983 

e Mr. ZABLOCKI. Mr. Speaker, 
during the last Congress, the Commit
tee on Foreign Affairs and the Sub
committee on International Security 
and Scientific Affairs, which I also 
chair, held extensive hearings on the 
role of arms control as an integral and 
legitimate component of U.S. national 
security policy. Those hearings exam
ined NA TO nuclear strategy and arms 
control efforts in Europe, the strategic 
arms reduction talks <ST ART>. and 
the arms control implications of the 
administration's strategic moderniza
tion program. 

Over the next few months, the Sub
committee on International Security 
and Scientific Affairs will continue its 
oversight of U.S. nuclear arms control 
policy through a series of briefings 
and hearings on key arms control and 
security issues. One such issue, which 
appears to demand particular atten
tion, is the question of the disposition 
of the signed but unratified Threshold 
Test Ban <TTB> and Peaceful Nuclear 
Explosions <PNE> treaties. 

The Threshold Test Ban Treaty, 
which was negotiated and signed by 
President Richard Nixon in 1974, pro
hibits underground nuclear weapons 
tests greater than 150 kilotons. Its 
companion pact, the Peaceful Nuclear 
Explosions Treaty. was negotiated and 
signed by President Gerald Ford in 
1976, and prohibits individual peaceful 
nuclear explosions of greater than 150 
kilotons. and aggregate PNE's of 
greater than 1,500 kilotons. 

Ratification of the TTB and PNE 
treaties was one of the earliest arms 
control questions confronting the new 
Carter administration in 1977. Unfor
tunately, just as the Senate Foreign 
Relations Committee was about to 
vote in favor of ratification, the Carter 

February 2, 1983 
administration pulled the treaties 
from the Senate because of a fear that 
ratification would divert from efforts 
to get a comprehensive test ban treaty, 
banning all tests of all sizes. 

Upon entering into office, the 
Reagan administration carried out its 
own review of U.S. arms control policy. 
After nearly a year of uncertainty 
about U.S. interest in pursuing mean
ingful nuclear arms reductions, Presi
dent Reagan announced his zero 
option proposal for the intermediate 
nuclear force talks. This was followed 
6 months later by the resumption of 
strategic arms reduction talks. 

However, 18 months after assuming 
office the Reagan administration still 
had no established policy concerning 
the TTB and PNE treaties. Finally. on 
July 20, 1982, administration officials 
announced that they would seek modi
fications in the verification provisions 
of these two valuable treaties. 

This decision was puzzling to many 
defense and arms control experts in 
light of the unique verification provi
sions contained in both the TTB and 
PNE treaties. In the TTB Treaty. the 
Soviets have agreed to the exchange 
of information on their nuclear weap
ons testing program. The PNE Trea
ty's verification requirements are even 
more far-reaching. 

In addition to the exchange of weap
ons testing data and important geolog
ical data. the PNE Treaty contains the 
only negotiated authority for each 
nation to send nuclear observers to 
each other's territory under estab
lished conditions. This means that the 
Soviets have, for the first time ever, 
agreed to on-site inspection on Soviet 
territory. 

These unprecedented verification 
concessions could have lasting effects 
on future United States-Soviet arms 
control efforts. Recognition of this 
fact has led a bipartisan group of secu
rity experts to call for ratification of 
the TTB and PNE treaties. including 
former Secretary of Defense Harold 
Brown, former Secretary of Energy 
James Schlesinger. former CIA Direc
tor William Colby, and former Chair
man of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, 
David Jones. During their confirma
tion hearings, both Eugene Rostow 
and START negotiator Rowney-nei
ther of whom could be viewed as being 
"soft" on arms control-expressed sup
port for the unratified treaties. 

The Reagan administration's deci
sion to renegotiate the TTB and PNE 
treaties has triggered the introduction 
of resolutions in both Houses which 
call upon the administration to submit 
these treaties to the Senate for ratifi
cation. The House resolution is pend
ing before the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs and will be considered during 
hearings on this issue in the months 
ahead. 
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Mr. Speaker, the Reagan administra

tion has before it a unique opportuni
ty to restore confidence both here and 
abroad in the United States as a reli
able, consistent, and responsible nego
tiating partner. The failure of the 
United States to ratify the TTB, PNE, 
SALT II and Law of the Sea Treaties 
has worked to undermine U.S. credibil
ity concerning arms control. Ratifica
tion of the TTB and PNE treaties 
would help to restore faith in the 
Reagan administration's commitment 
to arms control at a critical point in 
time. 

I urge my colleagues to join me in 
support of the ratification of these 
two treaties, and pledge to assist the 
Reagan administration in realizing the 
importance to U.S. national security 
interests of this goal.e 

YEAR OF THE BIBLE-1983 

HON. PHILIP M. CRANE 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, February 2, 1983 

e Mr. PHILIP M. CRANE. Mr. Speak
er, during our colonial period the 
Bible was the basic text for American 
school children. Today, the Bible is 
still unsurpassed as a single-volume 
source from which a teacher can select 
a wealth of material including short 
stories, poetry, parables, history, phi
losophy, ethics, and law. 

Recently, the U.S. Senate and House 
of Representatives passed House Joint 
Resolution 487 authorizing and re
questing the President to proclaim 
1983 as the "Year of the Bible." 

H.J. RES. 487 
Resolution authorizing and requesting the 

President to proclaim 1983 as the "Year of 
the Bible" 
Whereas the Bible, the Word of God, has 

made a unique contribution in shaping the 
United States as a distinctive and blessed 
nation and people; 

Whereas deeply held religious convictions 
springing from the Holy Scriptures led to 
the early settlement of our Nation; 

Whereas Biblical teachings inspired con
cepts of civil government that are contained 
in our Declaration of Independence and the 
Constitution of the United States; 

Whereas many of our great national lead
ers-among them Presidents Washington, 
Jackson, Lincoln, and Wilson-paid tribute 
to the surpassing influence of the Bible in 
our country's development, as in the words 
of President Jackson that the Bible is "the 
rock on which our Republic rests"; 

Whereas the history of our Nation clearly 
illustrates the value of voluntarily applying 
the teachings of the Scriptures in the lives 
of individuals, families, and societies; 

Whereas this Nation now faces great chal
lenges that will test this Nation as it has 
never been tested before; and 

Whereas that renewing our knowledge of 
and faith in God through Holy Scripture 
can strengthen us as a Nation and a people: 
Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of America 
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in Congress assembled, That the President 
is authorized and requested to designate 
1983 as a national "Year of the Bible" in the 
recognition of both the formative influence 
the Bible has been for our nation, and our 
national need to study and apply the teach
ing of the Holy Scriptures. 

Furthermore, President Reagan has em
phasized how fundamental and important 
the Ten Commandments are to any system 
of just law: 

"They say that man in his entire history 
has written about four billion laws, and with 
all the four billion they haven't improved 
on the Ten Commandments one bit". 

THE TEN COMMANDMENTS 

1. I am the Lord thy God, thou shalt have 
no other gods before me. 

2. Thou shalt not make unto thee any 
graven image. 

3. Thou shalt not take the name of the 
Lord thy God in vain. 

4. Remember the Sabbath day to keep it 
holy. 

5. Honor thy father and thy mother. 
6. Thou shalt not kill. 
7. Thou shalt not commit adultery. 
8. Thou shalt not steal. 
9. Thou shalt not bear false witness. 
10. Thou shalt not covet. 
The historical importance of the Ten 

Commandments is even captured in the ar
chitecture of the U.S. Supreme Court Build
ing. Directly above the bench in the Court
room is a marble sculpture of the Ten Com
mandments tablet between two central fig
ures depicting Majesty of the Law and 
Power of Government. 

I believe that it would serve an education
al purpose for our citizens to become famil
iar with the important role which the Bible 
and the Ten Commandments have played in 
molding our American traditions and laws.e 

TAX CREDIT FOR MEDICAL 
COSTS 

HON. WILLIAM (BILL) CLAY 
OF MISSOURI 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, February 2, 1983 

•Mr. CLAY. Mr. Speaker, today I 
have introduced legislation which 
would ease the burden of the spiraling 
cost of health care upon low- and 
middle-income taxpayers by entitling 
taxpayers to claim a refundable tax 
credit equal to 20 percent of their 
medical expenses. Under current law, 
taxpayers are limited to deducting 
only those medical expenses which 
exceed 5 percent of their adjusted 
gross income. 

Despite the rising costs of health 
care, our system of taxation makes it 
increasingly difficult for low- and 
middle-income taxpayers to claim this 
deduction from their Federal income 
tax. Indeed, the recently enacted tax 
reform bill of 1982 increases the 
amount by which taxpayers deducta
ble medical expenses must exceed 
their adjusted gross income from 3 to 
5 percent. 

As a result, those who pay little or 
no taxes get no tax benefit for health 
care expenses. One must be in that rel
atively small class of taxpayers who 
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itemize deductions, to benefit by the 
existing provisions of the law. Our tax 
system reimburses poor- and middle
income taxpayers for only about 20 
percent of their health care costs 
while the wealthy benefit by 50 per
cent or more. This is a regressive 
system of taxation which soaks those 
who can least afford to bear this un
conscionable burden. 

Enactment of my legislation would 
go a long way toward relieving poor
and middle-class Americans of the 
burden of the rising cost of health 
care. I invite my colleagues to join me 
in cosponsoring this legislation.• 

PUBLIC EMPLOYEES AND THE 
PENSION PROVISIONS OF TEFRA 

HON.THOMASJ.DOWNEY 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, February 2, 1983 

e Mr. DOWNEY of New York. Mr. 
Speaker, today I am introducing a bill 
which exempts public employees from 
certain pension provisions of the Tax 
Equity and Fiscal Responsibility Act 
<TEFRA>. 

TEFRA sought to limit the maxi
mum benefit and maximum contribu
tions of employees and employers 
under the terms of qualified pension 
plans. In too many cases under prior 
law, qualified plans had been used pri
marily as shelters for the large sala
ries of employers, rather than as pen
sion benefit programs with fair bene
fits flowing to employees. 

While I support TEFRA fully in its 
attempt to close down on these unfair 
private sector shelters, I do not agree 
that the law should cover the pension 
plans of public employees. 

The reasons are simple. First, in the 
case of qualified public plans, the em
ployer is a public entity, not a pri
vate-and hopefully taxable-corpora
tion. The incentive in such cases 
simply does not exist to shelter the in
comes of the corporation owner and/ 
or manager. 

Second, the basis of much of the 
problem for public employees which 
has been caused by the enactment of 
TEFRA centers on early retirement. 
There are public employees of certain 
classifications who work under "20 and 
out" rules. This means that the em
ployee is required to retire after 20 
years of service. Typically, this situa
tion is found in the police and fire
fighting services. 

While I agree that early retirement 
should be deemphasized as a matter of 
national policy, I understand and 
agree with the special condition of 
police officers and firefighters. In my 
opinion, the new TEFRA disincentives 
for this type of retirement system un
dermines an important and proven 
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tool for staffing our police and fire
fighting needs. 

In my district, I have talked with 
several such public employees for 
whom the new limitations on early re
tirement and annual contributions 
pose greater financial burden and a 
rather sudden change in benefits. 
These are not people looking to evade 
fair rates of taxation. These are public 
employees who have entered into pen
sion agreements with certain specifica
tions and now they see this changing, 
sometimes just before retirement. 

Since the proposals of last year were 
explicit in their intent to clamp down 
on blatant income tax sheltering, I see 
no valid reason that public employees 
should have been included in the first 
place and, with this legislation, I seek 
to have them excluded. 

The text of my bill is as follows: 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That sec
tion 235 of the Tax Equity and Fiscal Re
sponsibility Act of 1982 is amended by in
serting immediately after part <e><iiD the 
following: 

<e><iv) Qualified pension benefit plans 
whose participants are employees of Feder
al, local, State, or municipal governments 
shall be excluded from the operation of the 
actuarial adjustments contained in this sec
tion.• 

REPEAL INTEREST AND 
DIVIDEND WITHHOLDING 

HON. NORMAN SISISKY 
OF VIRGINIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, February 2, 1983 

e Mr. SISISKY. Mr. Speaker, today I 
join with other Members of this Con
gress in cosponsoring H.R. 500, legisla
tion which will repeal the interest and 
dividend withholding provisions con
tained in the Tax Equity and Fiscal 
Responsibility Act of 1982. 

Those who proposed the automatic 
withholding of 10 percent of interest 
and dividends characterized it as a way 
of catching tax evaders and of bring
ing in more Federal revenues. No one 
will disagree that the Federal Govern
ment needs to collect as much tax 
money as it is owed. But after review
ing the facts which follow, I do not see 
how anyone can argue in good faith 
that this proposal is a fair or efficient 
way to meet this goal. 

Banks and other financial institu
tions already file annual reports with 
the Internal Revenue Service which 
include the amount of interest and 
dividend income earned by individual 
citizens on most investments. As of 
January of this year, those annual re
ports to the Internal Revenue Service 
will also include interest and dividends 
earned on U.S. Government securities 
and other similar investments which 
had been previously exempt. 
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Even with this exemption and with

out any withholding requirement, the 
Internal Revenue Service itself reports 
that it achieved a 97.3-percent volun
tary compliance rate on taxes owed on 
interest and dividends. Now that earn
ings on these additional investments 
will also be reported, the Internal Rev
enue Service's success with voluntary 
compliance should increase even more. 
It makes little sense then that the 
Federal Government should impose 
this burdensome and harmful with
holding law on millions of law-abiding 
taxpayers, in an attempt to get at the 
less than 2. 7 percent of taxpayers who 
cheat on paying taxes on their interest 
and dividend earnings. 

The implementation of this law will 
require that financial institutions 
spend $1.5 billion this year just to im
plement the administration of this 
withholding program. As if that is not 
bad enough, those same institutions 
will need to spend another $1 billion 
each year just to maintain it. 

The individual citizens who are 
trying to save money, or who are 
trying to live off the earnings from 
money they have saved or invested 
over the years, are the ones ultimately 
who will be hurt the most. Financial 
institutions will likely be forced to 
pass the massive costs of implement
ing and administering the program on 
to their customers. The taxpayers' 
available interest and dividend earn
ings will be cut automatically by 10 
percent. Their total interest earnings 
will also fall due to losses in reinvest
ment and compounding. 

The withholding law does include 
certain exemptions for elderly and 
low-income citizens. But many, par
ticularly those most dependent on in
terest and dividend income, will find 
the complicated regulations and the 
exemption process very, very confus
ing. The resulting additions to Federal 
tax forms will complicate the form 
further, and cost taxpayers and the 
Internal Revenue Service in trouble 
and expense. 

Perhaps the only good thing that 
can be said about the 10-percent with
holding is that it does not go into 
effect until July 1, 1983. That gives us 
time to act and to prevent the imple
mentation of this harmful and unnec
essary law. It is with that goal in mind 
that I am cosponsoring this legislation 
to repeal this law before it goes into 
effect. 

It should be clear to all of us that 
now, more than ever, we need to pro
tect the investment and savings in
comes of low- and moderate-income 
Americans, particularly our elderly. At 
the same time, we also need to stimu
late continued savings and investment, 
so that private capital will be available 
to help our economy recover. This 
withholding law works against both of 
these needs. It was not what was 
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needed when it passed and it is not 
what is needed now. 

I urge my colleagues to join those of 
us who are working to repeal this 
unfair and harmful law.e 

EMIGRATION OF SOVIET JEWS 

HON. WILLIS D. GRADISON, JR. 
OF OHIO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, February 2, 1983 

e Mr. GRADISON. Mr. Speaker, the 
Soviet Union recently celebrated its 
60th anniversary as a closed, Commu
nist state. For the past 60 years, it has 
withheld from its citizens their basic 
human rights and has done its best to 
ignore pressure from the West to rec
ognize these rights. Jews, in particu
lar, have suffered greatly as they 
strive to salvage their identity and cul
ture in face of Soviet pressure and dis
crimination. 

In the last few years, anti-Semitism 
has intensified. There has been a 
major crackdown on Judaic study 
groups and Hebrew classes and offi
cially sanctioned anti-Semitic propa
ganda has been stepped up. Discrimi
nation against the Jews is evident in 
both education and employment crite
ria. Entrance exams are noticeably 
more difficult for Jewish students and 
several Jewish scientists have been 
stripped of their degrees. 

More and more Jews are asking per
mission to leave as the Soviets steadily 
repress the Jewish culture and way of 
life. Yet the level of Soviet Jewish 
emigration has dropped by 95 percent 
since 1979, when more than 51,000 
Jews were permitted to leave the coun
try. In 1982, only 2,670 Jews emigrat
ed. Although thousands apply for exit 
visas each year, they are denied per
mission for a variety of reasons. Often 
they become targets of harassment. 
They are fired from their jobs and ex
pelled from universities and prof es
sional institutions. Moreover, many 
refuseniks, such as Anatoly Shchar
ansky and Alexsandr Paritsky, are ar
rested and sentenced to harsh prison 
terms in labor camps on fabricated 
charges of "defamation of the Soviet 
state", "treason," and "anti-Soviet agi
tation and propaganda." For most 
Jews, the selected terror of today is as 
horrifying as the mass terror of Sta
lin's time. They do not know when, or 
if, the Soviet authorities will come for 
them. Their only hope to live a 
normal, free life without fear or dis
crimination is the chance to leave the 
Soviet Union and to join their people 
in Israel or other free nations. 

The Soviet Jews see the administra
tion and Congress as a lifeline to free
dom. Unfortunately, it seems as 
though the level of emigration is di
rectly linked to the general state of 
East-West relations. Both emigration 
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and East-West relations are currently 
at a very low point in contrast to the 
1970's, when relations were marked by 
eased tensions and detente and the 
level of emigration was unprecedently 
high. Although an improvement in 
human rights must most likely await a 
general improvement in our relations 
with the Soviet Union, we cannot be 
deterred. We must strengthen our re
solve to fight for the Jews' human 
rights in general and specifically for 
their right to emigrate. The 98th Con
gress should mark the beginning of a 
renewed drive to help the Soviet Jews 
in their efforts to emigrate so that 
they too will be able to enjoy the per
sonal freedoms that are a basic right 
of all people.e 

IN HONOR OF THE 50TH BIRTH
DAY OF WGNY RADIO STA
TION: NEWBURGH, N.Y. 

HON. HAMILTON FISH, JR. 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, February 2, 1983 

• Mr. FISH. Mr. Speaker, I would like 
to take this opportunity to recognize 
the outstanding achievements of a 
radio station in my congressional dis
trict. 

WGNY was established in 1923, in 
Goshen, N. Y ., and has been a great 
service to the community for 50 years. 
Longevity is the test of good quality 
and WGNY has proven its broadcast
ing proficiency by consistently pre
senting excellence in programing to its 
listeners. 

I would like to congratulate the 
president of the station, Joel Harnett, 
and the general manager, Charles 
Stewart, as well as all of the staff on 
this special occasion, and wish them 
another 50 years of success.e 

DISCRIMINATION ON THE BASIS 
OF SEX, RACE, OR RELIGION 

HON. GERALDINE A. FERRARO 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, February 2, 1983 

•Ms. FERRARO. Mr. Speaker, a few 
weeks ago I declined an invitation 
from the Center for the Study of the 
Presidency to honor Presidential Ad
viser Ed Meese. I refused to attend for 
one reason, and one reason only: The 
reception was to be held at the Metro
politan Club, a Washington club 
which does not permit women to 
become members. 

I have been gratified by the response 
I have received from individuals and 
groups who feel as I do-that clubs 
which discriminate on the basis of sex, 
race, religion, or nationality should 
not be the setting for public events 
and tax-deductible activities. 
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The Commission on Human Rights 

of the City of New York has advised 
me that a bill will soon be introduced 
in the city council forbidding discrimi
nation in clubs that are not truly pri
vate. 

And the New York Metropolitan 
Council of the American Jewish Con
gress passed a resolution on this sub
ject at its meeting last June. I would 
like to enter their resolution in the 
RECORD: 

AMERICAN JEWISH CONGRESS RESOLUTION ON 
DISCRIMINATION AT PRIVATE CLUBS, 
HOTELS, ETC. 

<Approved by the Resolutions Committee at 
the Biennial Convention, Grossinger, 
N.Y., April 25-28, 1982, and adopted by 
the Governing Council, June 6, 1982) 
Whereas, some offices, hotels, restaurants 

and social private clubs discriminate in their 
admission of members and/ or guests on the 
basis of sex, race, religion or national origin; 

Now, therefore, be it resolved, That it is 
the policy of American Jewish Congress 
that none of its meetings and no meetings 
of its officers, committees, sub-committees, 
commissions, staff, ad hoc groups or inter
group meetings be held at such clubs, 
hotels, offices or restaurants whose admis
sion or membership policy is known or is 
publicly acknowledged to be discriminatory 
on the basis of sex, race, religion or national 
origin.e 

EMERGENCY AGRICULTURAL 
CREDIT ACT OF 1983 

HON. ED JONES 
OF TENNESSEE 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, February 2, 1983 

•Mr. JONES of Tennessee. Mr. 
Speaker, today I am introducing the 
Emergency Agricultural Credit Act of 
1983, and I am pleased to have joining 
me as original cosponsor Congressman 
ToM COLEMAN who serves as the rank
ing minority member of the House Ag
riculture Subcommittee on Conserva
tion, Credit, and Rural Development, 
which I chair. 

Mr. Speaker, American farmers 
today are at a crossroads. They are 
facing the worst economic crisis since 
the agricultural depression of the 
1920's. The condition of today's farm 
economy conjures the solemn remind
er that the agricultural depression of 
the 1920's played a large role in pro
pelling America, and indeed the 
World, into the Great Depression of 
the 1930's. 

Farmers constitute less than 4 per
cent of the American population, and 
only about half of this number farm 
full time. But what is often overlooked 
is that agriculture is our Nation's larg
est industry. American agriculture 
puts about $140 billion a year into 
goods and services. The agriculture 
and food industry generates one out of 
every five jobs in private industry, and 
it accounts for 20 percent of our gross 
national product. Even though the 
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value of U.S. agricultural exports is 
expected to decline another 4 percent 
in 1983 after falling 11 percent last 
year, the fact is that our 1982 agricul
tural exports brought in $39.1 billion 
and a $23.7 billion surplus in foreign 
exchange. This farm export activity 
went a long way toward offsetting the 
$57.2 billion deficit in our nonagricul
tural trade. 

Despite the fact that the U.S. 
farmer has contributed so much to our 
country's balance of payments, and is 
responsible for America being the best 
fed and best clothed nation on Earth, 
he is now up against an economic crisis 
which may very well jeopardize the 
underpinnings of our society. 

While food prices have risen over 
the past several years, most of the in
crease has come at the processing, 
transportation, wholesale and retail 
levels of our nationally distributed 
food supply. In almost every major 
category, farm commodity carryover 
surpluses are expected to set new 
records this year. This factor, together 
with our lagging farm exports, has re
sulted in severely depressed prices 
farmers are receiving for their com
modities. As a matter of fact, the farm 
parity ratio dropped to 54 percent in 
December 1982-the lowest of any 
month since April 1933. Overall, the 
parity ratio averaged 57 percent for 
1982, and set an all-time low on 
records that go all the way back to 
1910. Just to point out how bad this 
really is, the previous low parity aver
age on record was set in 1932-the 
height of the Great Depression. 

Agriculture is a capital intensive in
dustry, and while prices have fallen 
through the floor, farmers' costs have 
skyrocketed. Fully three-quarters of 
our farmers must borrow in order to 
produce their next crop. In 1982, farm
ers' interest costs were about $23 bil
lion, and this is compared to a net 
farm income of only $19 billion. 

At the beginning of the 1970's, total 
farm debt was only about $50 billion. 
By 1975, it had risen to over $80 bil
lion, and in 1982 <when interest ex
ceeded income) the amount of farm 
debt reached over $200 billion. Esti
mates for 1983 indicate that farm debt 
will surpass the $215 billion mark. 

With these factors in mind, the mis
sion of the Farmers Home Administra
tion becomes all the more important. 
It is imperative that the FmHA con
tinue to provide the much needed 
credit to farmers who are unable to 
secure operating loans from commer
cial and cooperative lending institu
tions. At this time, not only must the 
FmHA continue this role, but it must 
do more. And because of the pressures 
of current conditions, it must be done 
quickly. 

Recent reductions in Federal agricul
tural credit programs, record high in
terest rates, low commodity prices, 
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areawide natural disasters and crop 
failures, and increasing costs of pro
duction have made it difficult for 
farmers to obtain credit, and impossi
ble for many of them to meet existing 
financial obligations. 

This is why I have set about to put 
together what I believe to be a pack
age of reasonable and effective legisla
tive solutions to the credit problems in 
our farm sector. The Emergency Agri
cultural Credit Act which I am intro
ducing today has to move on a fast 
track if it is to be of assistance in this 
current crop year. Otherwise, I am not 
at all certain that the American 
farmer can be expected to weather an
other year like the one just passed. 

At this point, I will briefly summa
rize the provisions of the Emergency 
Agricultural Credit Act of 1983. 

OPERATING LOAN LIMITS AND AUTHORIZATION 

The current limitation on the size of 
FmHA's direct operating loans would 
be raised from $100,000 to $200,000, 
and the limit on guaranteed loans 
would be raised from $200,000 to 
$400,000. The current limitations of 
$100,000 (direct loan) and $200,000 
(guaranteed loan> were set in statute 
in 1978. Farm operating costs have in
creased dramatically since then, thus 
making those limits out of date and 
unrealistic. 

The bill also provides for an addi
tional $200 million in direct operating 
loan funds to bring the total amount 
available in this program in fiscal year 
1983 to $1.66 billion. This additional 
$200 million would be specifically ear
marked for new borrowers who did not 
receive FmHA loans in fiscal year 1982 
or during that part of fiscal year 1983 
ending before enactment of this bill. 

LIMITED RESOURCE FARMERS 

The bill requires that at least 20 per
cent of FmHA's operating and owner
ship loans in fiscal year 1983 be made 
to borrowers eligible under the low 
income, limited resource loan program 
through which a special class of bor
rowers received loans at a reduced rate 
of interest. 

The bill also requires that all FmHA 
borrowers be notified of the existence 
and procedures for qualifying for the 
limited resource loan program. 

CONSOLIDATION AND RESCHEDULING OF 
OPERATING LOANS 

The bill increases from 7 to 15 years 
the period of time over which the 
FmHA may reschedule and reamortize 
operating loans. It also requires that 
the interest rate on rescheduled, ream
ortized, or consolidated loans must be 
set at the interest rate on the prior 
loan or at the current interest rate, 
whichever is lower. 

ELIGIBILITY FOR EMERGENCY LOANS 

The bill makes it clear that eligibil
ity for emergency <natural) disaster 
loans shall be based only on factors 
concerning the production losses of in
dividual farmers, and not on the basis 
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of whether or not the Secretary of Ag
riculture has designated a county or 
counties eligible for disaster loans. 

EXTENSION OF TIME FOR ADDITIONAL 
EMERGENCY LOANS 

FmHA's emergency <natural) disas
ter loan program provides operating 
loans to eligible farmers to assist in re
covering from losses due to crop fail
ure. Prior to 1980 farmers were eligible 
to receive subsequent operating loans 
for up to 5 years in an effort to recov
er from the disaster. 

Legislative changes were made in 
1980 which allowed farmers receiving 
a disaster loan prior to December 15, 
1979, to remain eligible to receive sub
sequent loans for up to 5 years with no 
ceiling on the amount. However, those 
farmers obtaining a disaster loan after 
December 15, 1979, were eligible for 
only two subsequent loans with limita
tions of $1.5 million for fiscal year 
1980, $1.0 million for fiscal year 1981, 
and $500,000 for fiscal year 1982. 
Under current law these farmers are 
not eligible for subsequent loans 
during fiscal year 1983 and fiscal year 
1984 while those farmers who had a 
disaster loan on or before December 
15, 1979, would continue to be eligible 
for the full 5-year period. 

The bill provides that subsequent 
loans would be available in fiscal year 
1983 and fiscal year 1984 for those 
farmers obtaining disaster loans since 
December 15, 1979. However, the cur
rent loan limitation of $500,000 would 
continue for these subsequent loans. 

LOAN DEFERRALS 

Under existing law, the Farmers 
Home Administration has authority to 
grant deferrals on repayment of farm 
loans to avoid foreclosures. Under 
present stated policies, the FmHA in
dicates that it will not foreclose on 
borrowers who: first, have acted in 
good faith, second, have made an 
honest effort to pay, third, are apply
ing recognized successful management 
practices, fourth, have accounted for 
all loan security, and fifth, have area
sonable chance to repay their loan. 

This bill puts into law what the 
FmHA says is its policy. Specifically, 
the Secretary of Agriculture would be 
required, through September 30, 1984, 
to grant deferrals and forgo foreclo
sures on FmHA farm loans made to 
operators of family size farms when 
the borrower shows that he: first, has 
exercised good management practices, 
second, due to circumstances beyond 
his control, is temporarily unable to 
continue making payments on the 
principal and interest of the loan 
when due, and third, has a reasonable 
chance of repayment of the loan after 
the deferral period ends. 

The Secretary would apply these cri
teria on a case-by-case basis, and 
therefore this would not result in an 
outright blanket moratorium on fore
closures being imposed on the Farmers 
Home Administration. 
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Although they did not become law, 

similar proposals were approved, sepa
rately, by the Senate and House last 
year. 

The bill also provides that the inter
est that accrues during the deferral 
period would bear no interest. 

ADMINISTRATION OF GUARANTEED FARM LOAN 
PROGRAMS 

For many years the Congress has 
tried to design a guaranteed farm loan 
program which would combine an 
FmHA guarantee with the resources, 
ability, and efficiency of private sector 
lenders, both commercial banks and 
the farm credit system. To date we 
have had little success with the imple
mentation of such a program. 

The bill would try to solve the guar
anteed loan problem by moving the 
authority to guarantee the loans out 
of the FmHA county offices to a spe
cial FmHA guaranteed farm loan pro
gram unit to be established in each 
FmHA State office. This would put 
the maximum responsibility for proc
essing and servicing the loan on the 
private lender and would streamline 
the FmHA approval procees. 

ECONOMIC EMERGENCY LOAN PROGRAM 

The bill would reactivate the Emer
gency Agricultural Credit Adjustment 
Act of 1978 by making the economic 
energency CEE> loan program manda
tory, and would extend the act 
through September 30, 1984. The act 
provides authority for insured and 
guaranteed loans to farmers and 
ranchers who need the credit in order 
to maintain a viable agricultural pro
duction operation and are not able to 
obtain sufficient credit elsewhere, due 
to economic stresses such as a general 
tightening of agricultural credit or an 
unfavorable relationship between pro
duction costs and prices received for 
agricultural commodities. The appli
cant, of course, must have a reasona
ble prospect for a successful operation 
with the assistance of the loan. 

The House passed a similar measure 
to mandate the implementation of the 
EE loan program last year as a part of 
a comprehensive bill to reauthorize 
the lending ceilings of FmHA's farm 
programs. The Senate failed to act on 
similar reauthorization legislation, but 
it did adopt a similar EE loan proposal 
in the final days of the 97th Congress 
as an amendment to the fiscal year 
1983 Agriculture Appropriation Act. 
However, the EE provision of the ap
propriations legislation was modified 
in conference committee tto provide au
thority for $600 million in loan guar
antees to be made available in fiscal 
year 1983 for the economic emergency 
loan program. 

Unfortunately for thousands of 
American farmers, the Secretary still 
has not implemented the economic 
emergency loan program. 

The bill requires that the EE pro
gram be implemented, and sets an 
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annual limit of $600 million in direct 
loans and $600 million in guaranteed 
loans. 

A copy of the bill follows: 
H.R. 1190 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 
Representativ es of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That this 
Act may be cited as the "Emergency Agri
cultural Credit Act of 1983"'. 

OPERATING LOAN LIMITS AND AUTHORIZATION" 
LIMITED RESOURCE FARMERS ' 

SEC. 2. <a> Section 313 of the consolidated 
Farm and Rural Development Act <7 U.S.C. 
194~) is amended by striking out "$100,000, 
or, m the case of a loan guaranteed by the 
Secretary, $200,000" and inserting in lieu 
thereof .. $200,000, or, in the case of a loan 
guaranteed by the Secretary, $400,000". 

Cb ) Section 346 of the Consolidated Farm 
and Rural Development Act <7 U.S.C. 1994) 
is amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following new subsections: 

.. (e) Notwithstanding any other provision 
of law, there are hereby authorized to be in
sured. or made to be sold and insured, from 
the Agricultural Credit Insurance Fund 
during fiscal year 1983, insured operating 
loans in an aggregate amount of 
$1,660,000,000. Of that amount, $200,000,000 
shall be for new borrowers. As used in the 
preceding sentence, the phrase 'new borrow
ers· means agricultural producers who did 
not receive any farm operating credit from 
the Farmers Home Administration during 
fiscal year 1982 or that part of fiscal year 
1983 ending on the date of enactment of 
this subsection. 

''(f)(l) Notwithstanding any other provi
sion of law, not less than 20 per centum of 
the loans for farm ownership purposes 
under subtitle A of this title, and not less 
than 20 per centum of the loans for farm 
operating purposes under subtitle B of this 
title, authorized to be insured, or made to be 
sold and insured, from the Agricultural 
Credit Insurance Fund during fiscal year 
1983 shall be for low-income, limited-re
source farmers. 

.. (2) The Secretary shall provide written 
notification to all farm borrowers and appli
cants for farm loans under this Act, as soon 
as practicable after the date of enactment 
of the Emergency Agricultural Credit Act of 
1983, of the provisions of this title relating 
to low-income, limited-resource farmers and 
the procedures by which persons may apply 
for loans under the low-income, limited re
source farmer program." 

CONSOLIDATION AND RESCHEDULING OF 
OPERATING LOANS 

SEC. 3. Section 316(b) of the Consolidated 
Farm and Rural Development Act <7 U.S.C. 
1946(b)) is amended by-

< 1) in the second sentence, striking out 
"seven years" and inserting in lieu thereof 
"fifteen years"; and 

(2) revising the fifth sentence to read as 
follows: "The interest rate on such consoli
dated or rescheduled loans, other than guar
anteed loans, shall be the lower of <1> the 
rate charged under the prior loans so con
solidated or rescheduled, or <2> or the rate 
being charged for loans made under this 
subtitle at the time of the consolidation or 
rescheduling.". 

ELIGIBILITY FOR EMERGENCY LOANS 

SEC. 4. Section 329 of the Consolidated 
Farm and Rural Development Act <7 U.S.C. 
1970) is amended by adding at the end 
thereof the following new sentence: "Eligi
bility of an applicant for assistance under 
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this subtitle based upon production losses 
shall be determined solely on the basis of 
the factors designated in this section and 
shall not be affected by the Secretary's des
ignation_ of, or failure to designate, a county 
or counties for emergency loan purposes.". 

EXTENSION OF TIME FOR ADDITIONAL 
EMERGENCY LOANS 

SEC. 5. (a) Notwithstanding the provisions 
of section 330 of the Consolidated Farm and 
Rural Development Act <7 U.S.C. 1971), sub
~equent loans to continue a farming, ranch
ing, or aquaculture operation may be made 
under subtitle C of such Act on an annual 
basis-

< 1) in the case of borrowers who have out
sta~ding loans approved by the Secretary of 
Agriculture under such _subtitle after De
cember 15, 1979, and before October 1, 1982, 
for n?t to exceed four additional years; and 

<2> m the case of borrowers who have out
sta~ding loans approved by the Secretary of 
Agriculture under such subtitle after Sep
tember 30, 1981, and before October 1, 1982, 
for not to exceed three additional years. 

(b) Subsequent loans made pursuant to 
the authority of subsection <a> shall be sub
ject to the limits on loans and rates of inter
est established under section 324 of the 
Consolidated Farm and Rural Development 
Act <7 U.S.C. 1964). 

LOAN DEFERRALS 

SEc. 6. Section 331A of the Consolidated 
Farm and Rural Development Act <7 U.S.C. 
1981a) is amended by-

0) inserting the designation "(a)" before 
the existing text thereof; 

(2) in the second sentence, striking out 
"section" and inserting in lieu thereof "sub
section"; and 

(3) adding at the end thereof the follow
ing new subsections: 

"(b) During the period beginning with the 
date of enactment of this subsection and 
ending September 30, 1984, the Secretary 
shall permit, at the request of the borrower 
the deferral of principal and interest on any 
outstanding loan made, insured, or held by 
the Secretary for farm ownership purposes 
under subtitle A of this title, farm operating 
purposes under subtitle B of this title, disas
ter emergency purposes under subtitle C of 
this title, or economic emergency purposes 
under the Emergency Agricultural Credit 
Adjustment Act of 1978, and shall forgo 
foreclosure of any such loan, in both cases 
on a showing by the borrower that the bor
rower < 1) has followed good management 
practicies, <2> due to circumstances beyond 
the borrower's control, is temporarily 
unable to continue making payment on such 
principal and interest when due, and (3) has 
a reasonable chance of repayment of the 
loan after the deferral of principal and in
terest and foregoing of foreclosure. The Sec
retary shall waive the payment of interest 
that accrues during the deferral period on 
any loan deferred under the provisions of 
this subsection. The provisions of this sub
section shall be applicable only to borrowers 
who own or operate family-size farms as 
certified by the county committee. ' 

"(c) Upon the expiration of any period of 
deferral of payment of principal and inter
est and foregoing of foreclosure by the Sec
retary under subsection Cb) of this section, 
the Secretary shall make available to the 
borrower, at the borrower's request, proce
dures whereby the loan may be consolidat
ed, rescheduled, or reamortized to provide 
equitable repayment terms consistent with 
the borrower's farm and financial situation, 
and any loan so consolidated, rescheduled, 
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or reamortized shall bear interest at a rate 
not in excess of the rate of interest on the 
original loan. 

"(d) The Secretary shall promulgate regu
lations that provide < 1) for notification of 
all farm borrowers under this title and the 
Emergency Agricultural Credit Adjustment 
Act of 1978 of the provisions of this section 
and all other servicing alternatives offered 
by _the Secretary, <2> clear procedures by 
which _borrowers may petition the Secretary 
for rehef under such provisions and alterna
tives, and <3> for appeal within the Deoart
ment of Agriculture from a decision -that 
denies relief under such provisions and al
ternatives. 

"(e) Any farm loan deferred, consolidated, 
rescheduled, or reamortized under any au
thority of the Secretary under this title 
other than under subsections Cb> and <c> of 
this section shall, notwithstanding any 
other provision of this title, bear interest on 
the balance of the original loan and for the 
term of the original loan at a rate not in 
excess of the rate of interest on the original 
loan.". 

ADMINISTRATION OF GUARANTEED FARM LOAN 
PROGRAMS 

SEc. 7. (a) The Consolidated Farm and 
Rural Development Act <7 U.S.C. 1921 note> 
is amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following new section: 

SEC. 349. Notwithstanding any other pro
vision of this title-

"(a) the Secretary shall establish, in each 
State office of the Farme1·s Home Adminis
tration organized by the Secretary under 
the authority of section 33Ha> of this title 
a Guaranteed Farm Loan Program Unit <re: 
ferred to in this section as 'the Unit'). The 
Unit shall operate and administer within 
the area for which the State office is re
sponsible the programs for guarantees of 
farm-type loans for farm ownership pur
poses under subtitle A, farm operating pur
poses under subtitle B, and disaster emer
gency purposes under subtitle C of this title 
and economic emergency purposes unde; 
the Emergency Agricultural Credit Adjust
ment Act of 1978. Such programs may not 
be operated or administered by county or 
district offices of the Farmers Home Admin
istration. 

"(b) The Secretary shall ensure-
"(1) that each Unit has sufficient staff to 

carry out its responsibilities promptly, effi
ciently and effectively; 

"(2) within the limits of authorizations 
therefor, make available to each Unit funds 
adequate to meet the demands in the area 
for which it is responsible for loan guaran
tees for each of the purposes enumerated in 
section <a> of this section; and 

"<3> that the Unit informs all private agri
cultural lenders in the area for which it is 
responsible of the existence of such loan 
guarantees and how they may be utilized by 
lenders and borrowers.". 

Cb) The Secretary shall issue regulations 
to implement the provisions of subsection 
<a> of this section which shall include ad
justments of the administrative structure of 
the Farmers Home Administration, neces
sary to accommodate such provisions. 

<c> The provisions of subsection <a> of this 
section shall become effective 90 days after 
enactment and shall apply to applications 
for guarantees filed and guarantee commit
ments made on and after such effective 
date. 

ECONOMIC EMERGENCY LOAN PROGRAM 

SEC. 8. Ca> Section 202 of the Emergency 
Agricultural Credit Adjustment Act of 1978 
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<7 U.S.C. prec. 1961 note> is amended by 
striking out "The Secretary of Agriculture 
may" and inserting in lieu thereof "The 
Secretary of Agriculture shall". 

<b> Section 211 of the Emergency Agricul
tural Credit Adjustment Act of 1978 <7 
U.S.C. prec. 1961 note> is amended by-

<1 > striking out "September 30, 1982" and 
inserting in lieu thereof "September 30, 
1984";and 

<2> immediately after " $600,000,000" , in
serting a comma and " except that, in fiscal 
year 1983, such $600,000,000 shall be in addi
tion to the total amount of money borrowed 
under contracts of guarantee entered into 
under the authorization provided in the Act 
of December 18, 1982 <Public Law 97-370, 96 
Stat. 1799)" . 

EFFECTIVE DATE 

SEc. 9. Except as otherwise provided 
herein, the provisions of this Act shall 
become effective upon enactment.e 

REPEAL WITHHOLDING TAX 

HON. ROBERT A. BORSKI 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, February 2, 1983 
e Mr. BORSKI. Mr. Speaker, today I 
am introducing legislation to repeal 
the 10-percent withholding tax on in
terest and dividend income. As you 
know, this tax will take effect on July 
1, 1983, unless this Congress takes 
early action to repeal it. I urge my col
leagues to join with me in ending this 
burdensome tax. 

I was not serving in Congress in 1982 
when President Reagan signed this 
tax into law but if I had been a 
Member of the House, I would have 
opposed it. It is a disincentive for 
savers and a nightmare for financial 
institutions. The overwhelming major
ity of Americans pay their share of 
income taxes. The Internal Revenue 
Service tells us that there is a taxpay
er compliance rate of 96.7 percent. Yet 
the IRS wants this tax in order to 
catch the few cheaters who do not 
report interest income. The IRS al
ready has this information and only 
has to cross-check its records to deter
mine who is not paying taxes on inter
est. We should go after the tax cheat
ers vigorously but we should not pe
nalize the majority of honest people in 
order to catch a few tax dodgers. 

Many senior citizens are terribly 
confused by the complicated exemp
tion process. They would be required 
to file new exemption request forms 
every year for every account. Some are 
thinking of taking their money out of 
the bank in order to avoid the trouble
some paperwork. 

For the banks, savings and loans, 
and other financial institutions, the 
tax is a tremendous burden. Industry 
experts estimate that it will cost more 
in the first year to set up the with
holding plan than it will yield in new 
taxes to the Treasury. 

Mr. Speaker, public opinion polls 
show that 70 percent of the American 
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people oppose withholding. I have re
ceived thousands of letters, postcards, 
and phone calls from my Philadelphia 
constituents urging an end to this tax. 
I agree with them and will work to see 
that withholding is repealed.• 

NATIONAL BLACK HISTORY 
MONTH 

HON. ALAN WHEAT 
OF MISSOURI 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, February 2, 1983 
• Mr. WHEAT. Mr. Speaker, Febru
ary is National Black History Month, 
and I am taking this opportunity to 
bring to the attention of my col
leagues an event in Kansas City spon
sored by the Black Archives of mid
America. To kick off the celebration of 
National Black History Month, the 
Black Archives is honoring a group of 
12 black ministers for their contribu
tions to the community. 

I am taking this opportunity to con
gratulate all 12 ministers for the rec
ognition they are receiving. My per
sonal thanks go to the ministers for 
their commitment of time and service 
to the community in addition to their 
spiritual support and guidance for 
elected officials. 

My sincerest best wishes to Rev. 
Preston Allen, Jr., Dr. John W. Wil
liams, Rev. John Shaw, Rev. S. S. 
Myers, Rev. Earl Abel, Rev. A. L. 
Johnson, Rev. Wallace S. Hartsfield, 
Dr. I. H. Henderson, Dr. W. H. White, 
Rev. Grady R. Brown, Rev. E. Woody 
Hall, and Dr. Edward E. Fields, each 
and every one of whom I am proud to 
have as a friend. 

In addition I want to commend the 
Black Archives for its choice of this 
occasion to honor the 12 ministers. 
The Black Archives, through the 
vision of its executive director, Horace 
Peterson, is an organization dedicated 
to the preservation of black history 
through the collection of photo
graphs, documents, and other items of 
historical interest. The Black Archives 
has compiled a photographic exhibit 
to be displayed at various locations 
throughout the Kansas City area to 
highlight moments of significance in 
local black history.e 

TAX RULES FOR PRIVATE 
FOUNDATIONS 

HON. EDWARD R. MADIGAN 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, February 2, 1983 
e Mr. MADIGAN. Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to introduce today a measure 
to assist small private charitable foun
dations in their efforts to serve the 
needs of their local communities. In 
agricultural States such as Illinois, it 
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is common for people to donate farm
land to small charitable foundations 
for the support of local libraries. 
parks, recreation facilities, and other 
community service projects. 

Under current law, in order to qual
ify as a tax-exempt private operating 
foundation, a foundation must annual
ly distribute, for charitable purposes, 
an amount equal to a percentage of 
the value of its assets. If a foundation 
does not distribute the necessary 
amount, the Internal Revenue Service 
will assess a tax penalty equal to the 
difference between the amount distrib
uted and an amount equal to a per
centage of the value of the income
producing assets. 

In 1969, when the distribution re
quirement was added to the Internal 
Revenue Code, small private founda
tions, supported primarily by agricul
tural holdings, had no problem meet
ing the distribution requirements. 
However, since that time the value of 
an acre of farmland has increased 
much faster than the per acre gross 
return. In Illinois, since 1969, the aver
age value of farmland has increased by 
333 percent while the per acre gross 
return for corn and soybeans has in
creased by only 231 percent and 235 
percent respectively. As land values 
outpace income, the distribution re
quirement for qualifying as a private 
operating foundation becomes more 
difficult to meet for small foundations 
whose primary income-producing re
source is farmland. One bad growing 
season due to drought or flood or the 
continued escalation of farmland 
values could result in a foundation 
being forced to sell a portion of its 
farmland and distribute the proceeds 
in order to avoid the imposition of the 
tax penalty. Such a result would be 
counterproductive as it would reduce 
the ability of the foundation to fulfill 
its charitable purpose in future years. 

The bill I am introducing today will 
insure that these foundations will not 
suffer a diminished capacity to per
form their vital community functions 
due to a bad crop or the further ex
traordinary escalation of farmland 
values. This measure will allow small 
private foundations to determine the 
value of their farmland for distribu
tion requirements by using a valuation 
method currently used for valuing in
herited farmland-section 2032A<e) of 
the Internal Revenue Code. 

At a time when we are asking the 
private sector to shoulder more re
sponsibility for community services, 
we need to encourage the continuation 
of generous and caring local charitable 
activity. This bill will assist that effort 
by assuring potential donors of agri
cultural land that their charitable in
tentions will not be frustrated due to 
an outdated and inflexible tax formu
la.e 
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AMERICANS BUILDING SOVIET 

ARSENAL 

HON. DANIEL 8. CRANE 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, February 2, 1983 

e Mr. DANIEL B. CRANE. Mr. Speak
er, "The solution to the Soviet threat 
is not to keep increasing our own de
fense spending, but rather, not to 
make it easier for the Soviet Union to 
increase and improve its arsenal." 

This truth is contained in the follow
ing article published in the February, 
1983 issue of Reason magazine. The 
author, Dr. Juliana Geran Pilon, is a 
brilliant scholar who has brought to 
light many of the reasons for the ex
traordinary growth of the Soviet war 
machine. 

I strongly urge my colleagues to read 
and act upon this information. 

The article follows: 
DOUBLE DEALING 

<By Juliana Geran Pilon> 
Unsuspecting Americans may have 

thought they had tuned in to a new episode 
of Star Wars, made more horrifying for 
mass consumption, when they heard in 1980 
that the Soviets were developing a fantastic 
brand of laser weapons called killer satel
lites. The arms race having thereby escalat
ed into the higher reaches of the strato
sphere, US taxpayers soon learned that 
they would now have to foot an even more 
extravagant defense bill, required to meet 
the new Soviet challenge. 

How could it have happened? A planned 
economy that cannot even deliver bread to 
its people seems hardly capable of outdoing 
the free world in strategic warfare. A few 
years earlier, when government officials 
were warned by General George Keegan 
that the Soviets were on the threshold of 
developing weapons capable of obliterating 
incoming missiles by throwing giant light
ning bolts at them, the idea seemed alto
gether too unlikely. Met with skepticism 
bordering on ridicule, General Keegan had 
little choice but to resign from his post as 
head of Air Force Intelligence. Yet in 1980 
Aviation Week & Space Technology pub
lished the news of the Soviets' killer satel
lites, essentially vindicating General 
Keegan. A new era in defense technology 
had thus begun • • • 

But even with its more than $100-billion 
investment lead during the '70s, the Soviet 
military could never have achieved such suc
cess without help from the United States. 
Both illegally, and what is even more dis
turbing, legally-indeed, with government 
approval and aid-US companies have for 
years been supplying the Soviet war ma
chine with sophisticated technology and 
equipment. Usually on credit-at times from 
the Export-Import Bank <Ex-Im Bank), the 
government agency originally set up specifi
cally to help finance US trade with the 
USSR-the products of US research in high
technology areas have been flowing to the 
Communist bloc and helping to improve its 
strategic capability. 

• • • After all, rather than continually 
raising the federal defense bill, it would 
seem much wiser to apply the proverbial 
ounce of prevention and simply monitor, in
telligently and consistently, the sale of 
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those items that demonstrably contribute to 
advancing the Soviet military. To cite Wil
liam Simon's book A Time for Action, "We 
must stop building the Soviet war machine 
with critical infusions of our technology." 
As it is, we now find ourselves in "the luna
tic posture creating a balance of power 
against ourselves." 

Whether to control strategic trade seems 
hardly worth debating when one considers 
the military significance of strategic items 
compared with their negligible impact on 
the US balance of trade • • •. 

A good many economists, even those who 
concede that the US defense budget might 
be lower if the Soviets were denied access to 
technology from the industrialized Western 
countries, are nevertheless opposed to any 
US embargoes. Free trade, they argue, is as 
a rule the most profitable policy. If we don't 
sell, our European competitors will, and we 
will lose a lucrative market. As we shall see, 
however, in many areas US firms do still 
have a monopoly. 

The free-trade proponent, moreover, has 
to confront a few other facts. In the first 
place, many strategic goods are properly 
subject to government authority because 
they were developed with taxpayers' money. 

• • • at bottom the crucial issue is nation
al security. For, useful as economic calcula
tions may be in this discussion, a more fun
damental consideration is the government's 
quintessential duty to protect its citizens. 
Because of this duty, if the sale of high
technology goods poses a clear and present 
danger to its citizens, the government must 
see to it that such traffic is curtailed. 

Is there really any point in discussing the 
financial advantages of helping our princi
pal adversary destroy us? With characteris
tic directness, the father of the free market, 
Adam Smith, wrote in his Wealth of Na
tions in 1776: "Defense ... is of much more 
importance than opulence." The statement 
appears to have impressed Smith as self-evi
dent. 

Vladimir Bukovsky said it brilliantly in his 
article "The Peace Movement and the 
Soviet Union," published in Commentary 
magazine in May 1982: "The issue now is 
not 'peace versus war,' but rather 'freedom 
versus slavery.' Peace and freedom appear 
to be inseparable, and the old formula 
'Better red than dead' is simply fatuous. 
Those who live by it will be both red and 
dead.'' The solution to the Soviet threat is 
not to keep increasing our own defense 
spending, but rather, not to make it easier 
for the Soviet Union to increase and im
prove its arsenal. 

Several new events in the past few years 
have focused the spotlight on US firms or 
individuals conducting illegal trade with the 
Soviet Union. For example, according to a 
document obtained by the Los Angeles 
Times in early 1980, investigators for the 
Department of Commerce had discovered 
that several companies were illegally ex
porting to the USSR equipment of use to 
the Soviet military. Spawr Optical Re
search, Inc .. of Corona, California, was con
victed on December 13, 1980, of using a 
West German intermediary to sell the Sovi
ets laser mirrors despite warnings that such 
equipment would be used in killer satellites. 
Two northern California companies pleaded 
guilty to the charge that they shipped semi
conductor equipment to dummy firms in 
Canada, then had it reexported to Switzer
land for eventual receipt by Moscow.• • • 

In testimony before the House Armed 
Services Committee in May 1979, Brady 
<Lawrence J. Brady, former director of the 
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Office of Export Administration) explicitly 
charged the Commerce Department with 
failing to adequately protect the national 
security interests of the United States by 
neglecting to conduct full investigations of 
persistent reports of Soviet diversion of our 
technology to military uses. These charges 
came shortly after the appearance of a 
report from the Defense Intelligence 
Agency citing massive transfer of U.S. and 
other Western technology to the Commu
nists. 

Brady's charges also corroborated testimo
ny by a CIA official regarding the military 
use of the largest truck plant in the world, 
Kama River, built in the U.S.S.R. largely by 
American companies <with the help, inci
dentally, of taxpayer-funded Ex-Im Bank 
credits). Astonishingly calm, then-Com
merce Secretary Juanita Kreps responded 
to these charges by disclaiming responsibil
ity on the ground that "military use of that 
plant would not constitute a diversion or 
violation of the law because the licenses 
contained no restrictions to the use of those 
trucks or engines.'' 

There was evidence, however, indicating 
that U.S. companies did specify in their con
tracts that the Kama plant would be used 
only for civilian purposes. When confronted 
with two such contracts, the Commerce De
partment then backed off a bit and coun
tered that only 19 of the 150 licenses re
viewed for the plant had "end-use" clauses. 
So it seems that the Nixon administration
which made the original decisions concern
ing the plant-had indeed contemplated the 
plant's military use but had decided to keep 
this quiet. The blame, evidently, went con
siderably beyond the Commerce Depart
ment. 

But Brady wasn't through. He came up 
with another explosive item: an internal 
Carter administration memorandum dated 
February 3, 1977, involving a similar Ameri
can-built Soviet truck plant, the ZiL factory. 
The memo, concerning the approval of a 
$6.1-million computer to be used by the fac
tory, reads as follows: 

"Problem is that a quarter of the 200,000 
trucks [the plant] produces annually goes to 
the military, including 100 missile launch
ers. State and Commerce support approval, 
on grounds that U.S. government, aware of 
[its] military production, has licensed ex
ports to it several times during the 1970's, 
that [the number of missile launchers] is 
small, and that the remaining trucks for the 
military are basically no different from 
heavy duty civilian trucks." 

The evidence is irrefutable: neither the 
Commerce nor the State department object
ed to the military use of the ZiL factory. 
And their willing accomplice was none other 
than Jimmy Carter, his noisy anti-Soviet 
rhetoric notwithstanding. For a full story of 
executive culpability we would have to have 
access to mostly classified documents. But 
one thing is clear: the White House knew it 
was helping to strengthen the Soviet war 
machine. 

Strategic trade with the Soviet bloc virtu
ally mushroomed during the Nixon era and 
continued to proliferate no less promiscu
ously during the Carter years. Shortly after 
the Republican victory of 1968, Congress 
had liberalized the Export Control Act, thus 
making it much easier to trade with the So
viets. By the time of the Soviet invasion of 
Afghanistan in late 1979, the list of strate
gic items sold to the Russians by US firms 
had become truly staggering. According to 
the testimony of Lawrence Brady, who had 
been working in the Commerce Department, 



1542 
the list includes '"semi-conductors, array 
transform processors, computers, machine 
tools, chemical processes, and turnkey 
projects combining non-strategic and strate
gic technology." 

But even among those who find the situa
tion deplorable, many come back to the old 
lament that if U.S. companies don't sell 
someone else will and that embargoes are 
therefore useless. The flaws of that argu
ment, however, especially when considered 
together with the reality of Communist 
countries; indebtedness, should give them 
pause. 

In the first place, the data base for decid
ing foreign availability is, according to Law
rence Brady and other experts as well, often 
"weak to nonexistent." But it is certainly 
noteworthy that the U.S. government 
rather than its Western allies has become 
the chief offender in seeking waivers of the 
CoCom <Coordinating Committee for Multi
lateral Export Controls> embargo against 
strategic traffic with Soviet bloc nations. In 
1962, out of 124 requests for exceptions, the 
United States was responsible for only 1.6 
percent; by 1978, that number had escalated 
to 62.5 percent of a total of 1,050. <A cut
back since that time is a matter of too little 
t oo late.> 

But these figures are merely indicative. 
And no system for determining foreign 
availability is currently available. A study 
by a private research group submitted to 
t he Department of Commerce in 1980 con
cluded that "a system for making foreign 
availability assessments during the decade 
of the 1970's did not exist and such assess
ments were made on an ad-hoc basis." More
over, the report said that interviews with 
government administrators and industry 
representatives indicated that determina
tion of foreign availability was not a signifi
cant factor in reaching decisions on export 
licensing cases. As a matter of fact, U.S. 
firms still have the competitive edge over 
other Western producers in several areas, 
such as computers, machine tools, radar 
components, jet engines, satellite reconnais
sance systems, and myriad seismic tools 
used in oil exploration, of which underwater 
listening devices are the most sensitive. 

Another interesting fact is that the Soviet 
government often prefers to do business 
with U.S . giants like IBM and Control Data, 
sometimes even when a European competi
tor offers them a lower price. • • • 

The foreign availability argument is at 
times so thin as to raise serious suspicions 
about its validity when applied in other, less 
easily verifiable, instances. President Carter 
used it, for example, in the summer of 1978 
to justify his approval of a controversial 
sale by Dresser Industries of a $144-million 
plant for the manufacture of deep-well oil
drilling equipment, even though a Defense 
Science Board task force headed by Texas 
Instruments president J. Fred Bucy had de
clared categorically that the technologies 
involved were "solely concentrated in the 
United States." Sen. Henry Jackson <D
Wash.) charged that the president, in ignor
ing the opposition of a National Security 
Council <NSC> task force, had succumbed to 
pressure from both the Commerce Depart
me:it and Dresser Industries. The NSC op
position, by the way, was due partly to the 
fact that the Dresser sale included the 
transfer of a computerized electronic beam
welding machine that can be used to manu
facture jet aircraft-to say nothing of its 
nuclear and even laser applications. 

A good many corporate leaders appear 
quite ready to concede the shakiness of the 
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foreign availability argument in many 
cases-computers, for example-but claim 
nonetheless that we should sell the Rus
sians such sophisticated items because it 
will be profitable in the long run. After all, 
the Soviets, so the thinking goes, will need 
to buy maintenance equipment from us, and 
we well have a corner on that market for 
years to come. 

The evidence, however, seems to point to 
an altogether different scenario. According 
to an article in the February 1980 issue of 
High Technology, for example, the Soviets 
had so far bought from US firms over 50 dif
ferent models of computers, but most of 
them included the technological know-how 
enabling the Soviets to build their own. The 
amount of Western spare parts bought for 
those computers had been outright negligi
ble. The reason is simply that the Soviets 
are, in fact, copying our machines. When 
some up-to-date integrated circuits exhibit
ed by the Soviet Ministry of Electronics 
were examined closely a few years ago, they 
proved to be virtual copies of those made by 
Mostek Corp., an American pioneer in the 
business. 

Nor are these computers insignificant to 
the Soviet military. The Eastern bloc's air 
defense system is believed to be built around 
IBM 360 and 370 computers. With an air 
traffic control system based on Western
manufactured radar devices and computers, 
the Soviets have air-defense control capa
bilities made possible by Western technolo
gy. We nevertheless go on supplying the 
Communist bloc with computers. Control 
Data alone has sold $50 million worth and is 
continuing to push vigorously for increased 
East-West trade. 

Let not the idea of trade, however, ob
scure the highly singular character of com
mercial relations with the so-called nonmar
ket countries, whose ability to pay for the 
goods they need is, to put it mildly, very 
much wanting. Much of Eastern trade with 
Western firms, in fact, is subsidized by the 
taxpayers-this despite the already alarm
ing debt of the Soviet bloc. It was alarming 
as far back as 1977 when its indebtedness to 
Western sources was only $40-$45 billion, as 
opposed to almost $90 billion today. The 
Wall Street Journal reported in February 
1977 that many observers were becoming 
concerned about the possibility of Soviet 
blackmail. Today, the debt issue is clearly 
explosive. 

And the USSR knows exactly what it is 
doing. The Soviet news agency TASS, on 
February 2, 1982, suggested that the Soviet 
block and the USSR had both the United 
States and Western Europe over a barrel on 
the debt repayment issue. • • · ·-The Times 
of London called on December 17 for dis
playing realism dictated by the West's own 
interests, for banks were "hostages" to their 
debtors. 

These Western credits, of course, are not 
simply private. Even when they are not ex
plicitly guaranteed by the government, 
when crisis threatens the government steps 
in with taxpayers' funds. In the wake of the 
US government's bailout of banks over the 
Polish debt crisis in January 1982, it would 
be worth considering American investment 
specialist Felix G. Rohatyn's suggestion: 

"We should put the economic burden of 
the satellite states squarely back on the 
Soviet Union and point up the bankruptcy 
of the Communist system by declaring 
bankrupt one of its units. When the eco
nomic burden grows sufficiently heavy, the 
Soviet Union may become more accommo
dating and, together with the United States, 
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may find it in its self-interest to reduce 
drastically defense budgets neither can 
really afford." 

For surely it is bizarre for us to help the 
USSR in its aggressive designs-with obvi
ous implications for our own safety, let 
alone our freedom. 

• • • US firms, for example, have trained 
hundreds of Soviet technicians in the 
United States. Teams of Soviet specialists
ostensibly looking into possible purchases
have been allowed to tour defense-related 
US plants. A member of one such group, 
which closely inspected the Boeing, Lock
heed, and McDonnell-Douglas factories in 
1973 and 1974, admitted privately to a 
Boeing official that purchases had never 
been contemplated-meaning, of course, 
that the group's real purpose had been in
dustrial spying. Need we mention, too, those 
so-called student exchanges? In the words 
of a recent Office of Technology Assess
ment report, Technology and East-West 
Trade, "Since 1972, Soviet 'students,' who 
are usually experienced engineers, scien
tists, and managers of R&D establishments, 
have concentrated on study programs in the 
U.S. in semiconductor technology, comput
ers, and other fields of applied research." 

But if Soviet behavior is readily explica
ble, the same cannot be said for ours. Why 
do Western businesses and government 
seem so anxious to overlook the cost of stra
tegic trade with the Communist bloc? Part 
of the answer is that not quite everyone is 
losing-not, at least, losing equally-in this 
game. To be sure, the higher defense budget 
prompted by more sophisticated Soviet 
technology is borne by every taxpayer, indi
vidual and corporate, but companies like 
Control Data and Dresser Industries still 
appear to come out ahead, at least in the 
short run. As for government help with fi
nancing, many an American business owner 
has been known to overlook the source of 
his income. Should it surprise anyone that 
the U.S. Chamber of Commerce is warmly 
in favor of increasing the budget of Ex-Im 
Bank? 

What is less clear is why taxpayers are 
putting up with all of this. The most likely 
explanation is that they are not really 
aware of what is going on. • • • 

In 1980, Congress carried off a maneuver 
to keep the lid on data concerning East
West trade. The National Journalism 
Center had attempted to obtain precise in
formation-collected by the Commerce De
partment-on who is selling what to the 
Russians. When the Commerce Department 
balked, the center, invoking the Freedom of 
Information Act, took the case to court. 
Consistently enough, the courts declared 
that, absent legislation to the contrary, the 
Commerce Department had to open its files. 
Not unexpectedly, Congress obliged and 
came up with the required cover-up legisla
tion. The bill, touted as a "compromise," 
permits access to only the most general data 
about what is being shipped East and allows 
shippers to conceal their identity by re
questing confidential treatment. U.S. firms 
do not have to worry now about irksome 
protests from mere taxpayers nosy about 
their national security. 

Notwithstanding their legitimate quest for 
profit, one might think that business 
owners would be no less concerned than 
anyone else about contributing to the grow
ing power of a nation whose leader an
nounced less than a decade ago that by 1985 
" the Soviet bloc countries will have 
achieved most of their objectives in Western 
Europe and reached a decisive shift in the 
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correlation of forces so that they will be 
able to exert their will wherever they need 
to." But it seems that US business execu
tives do not believe such statements of 
Soviet goals. 

On the contrary, it appears that some of 
our own weapons manufacturers are eager, 
even impatient, to do business with the 
Soviet government. According to John 
Markoff, writing in Inquiry magazine in 
July 1980, "Some of the corporations at the 
very heart of the defense establishment" 
were angry at Jimmy Carter's embargo on 
strategic goods to the USSR because they 
found themselves "having to forgo lucrative 
trade opportunities in the name of national 
defense." Lucrative indeed, when the United 
States in turn must improve its own defense 
capabilities to catch up with the Soviets 
who-with our help-keep updating their 
war machine. The full picture apparently 
escaped Markoff, who saw a paradox where 
none exists. Puzzled, he continued: "The de
velopment of socialist high-technology mar
kets has given rise to wonderful ironies: 
Major U.S. multinationals have set up pro
trade, pro-detente groups like the US-USSR 
Trade Council and the American Committee 
for East-West Accord, while at the same 
time retaining their charter memberships in 
anti-Communist defense spending organiza
tions." • • • 

The problem is actually of enormous pro
portions. According to a Washington-based 
confidential source, for example, one of the 
largest transnational corporations <for 
which he works) has been engaged in direct 
sales of electronic equipment to anti-West 
regimes. In one case, transmitting equip
ment was supplied to the Soviet puppet gov
ernment in Afghanistan. It is no exaggera
tion to claim that the dimensions of this ex
plosive item of information are immense. 

It was John Locke who stated most plain
ly and eloquently, before this country was 
born, the principal reason why people form 
governments. "The great and chief end of 
men uniting into commonwealths and put
ting themselves under government, is the 
preservation of their property"-meaning, 
specifically, their "lives, liberties and and es
tates, which I call by the general name
property." Life, evidently, came first. 

In truth, a great number of people would 
undoubtedly go along with the principle of 
an embargo on the sale of high-technology 
goods to the Communist countries were it 
possible to demonstrate beyond refutation 
that such a move would be absolutely effec
tive in protecting our national security at a 
reasonable cost. Such rigid demonstration, 
of course is impossible. All the evidence al
ready adduced to illustrate the US contribu
tion to the Soviet military cannot possibly 
provide proof of what would happen in the 
absence of that contribution. Yet to dismiss 
the evidence as irrelevant would be to aban
don rationality altogether. 

Opting for an embargo, however, is still a 
long way from imposing it effectively. The 
first problem is to determine with some 
degree of accuracy what items qualify as 
strategically significant enough to warrant 
controls. It has been argued, for example, 
that everything we sell, including wheat, 
contributes to the growth of the Soviet mili
tary insofar as assistance from us frees up 
funds for the Soviet war machine. While 
that argument is not without some merit, 
particularly if the wheat sales, for example, 
are subsidized, it is possible to make distinc
tions. Some items are clearly useful to the 
Soviets solely for military purposes <laser 
mirrors, for example>. Others have a com-
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bined military and civilian usefulness <a 
truck plant, for example), and the strategic 
element must be carefully weighed. Still 
others contribute to the well-being of the 
Soviet population but are not of strategic 
significance. 

It is high time we broke the vicious cycle 
of contributing to the Soviets' defense 
buildup and boosting our own defense 
spending to meet the challenge; of allowing, 
even encouraging, US firms to profit with 
the left hand from selling strategic technol
ogy to the Soviet government and with the 
right hand from building weapons for the 
US government. As American taxpayers 
face yet another grossly imbalanced federal 
budget in which defense appropriations are 
held sacred, the issue of strategic trade with 
the Soviet bloc cannot be ignored.• 

SAVING MEDICARE DOLLARS 

HON. RON WYDEN 
OF OREGON 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, February 2, 1983 
•Mr. WYDEN. Mr. Speaker, today I 
am introducing a bill that will 
strengthen our health care delivery 
system by changing the way the gov
ernment pays hospitals under medi
care. 

This bill, which requires hospitals to 
agree upon a reasonable payment 
schedule up front instead of sending 
Government a bill after the fact, 
builds on H.R. 5084, which I intro
duced during the 97th Congress. 

I am reintroducing this legislation 
today because the need for getting 
health care costs under control is even 
greater today then it was 1 ¥2 years ago 
when I introduced H.R. 5084. And I 
intend to keep pushing this legislation 
until it becomes law. 

The need for enactment of this kind 
of legislation-called prospective pay
ment-is crystal clear. Health care 
costs-and particularly hospital costs
have shot through the roof over the 
past decade. In 1982 alone, health care 
cost the Government and private in
dustry $287 billion, twice as much as 5 
years ago. 

With the Federal deficit expected to 
top $200 billion this year, and the 
economy on the skids, this is a cost 
neither the Government nor individ
uals can afford. That means we must 
come up with workable solutions-and 
soon. 

Unfortunately, achieving that goal is 
no easy task-as we have seen. For 6 
years the Government has tried to 
find solutions to soaring hospital costs, 
and for 6 years we have failed. 

First, there was cost-containment, 
proposed in 1977. This approach was 
strongly opposed by the hospital in
dustry-and not surprisingly, it failed. 

Then there was the so-called volun
tary effort-which did not work either. 
Although some facilities participated 
to the best of their ability, others did 
not-and in the long run, very little 
changed. 
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Last year, as part of the Tax Equity 

and Fiscal Responsibility Act 
CTEFRAJ, Congress approved a plan 
to place a lid on reimbursement for 
routine hospital costs. But virtually 
everyone agrees that this is not really 
a change, just the capping of costs. We 
need to go much farther-and I believe 
prospective payment is the ticket. 

Today, medicare utilizes a cost-based 
reimbursement system-under which 
hospitals are paid after-the-fact a per
centage of what they claim a service 
cost. Cost-based reimbursement gives 
hospitals incentives to keep costs high 
because the more a hospital charges, 
the more money it is reimbursed. 

Prospective payment would change 
all this by giving hospitals incentives 
to sit down with the Government 
before services are provided and work 
out a reasonable payment schedule for 
those services. 

We know prospective payment works 
because it has been proven to work. 
Seven States and 30 municipalities 
have prospective payment plans, and 
most, if not all, have been able to 
reduce the annual rate of increase in 
hospital cost from 2 to 6 percent below 
the national average. 

The reason prospective payment has 
worked is because States and local en
tities have been allowed to develop 
their own plans that address the needs 
of the local area. New Jersey and 
Maryland have developed prospective 
payment plans that are based on diag
nostic related groupings CDRG's], and 
cover all payors. Rhode Island negoti
ates to establish what is called a maxi
cap, or a maximum increase in the 
statewide budget for all hospital care 
for the coming year. 

Because I believe that this flexibility 
is critical to the success of a national 
prospective payment system, my legis
lation would allow States to tailor 
their prospective payment plan to the 
unique needs of their area. 

I am not alone in this belief. Alice 
Rivlin, Director of the Congressional 
Budget Office CCBOJ, has come out in 
support of a State role in the estab
lishment of prospective payment. 

It does not take a genius to figure 
out that not all health care providers 
are cut from the same mold, and Gov
ernment makes a mistake to try as a 
matter of health policy to put square 
pegs into round holes. What is good 
for consumers and providers in Orgeon 
is not necessarily good for those in 
New York or Texas. And what is good 
for those in New York or Texas is not 
necessarily good for those in Michigan 
or California. 

My plan does recognize the need for 
establishment of basic guidelines. By 
preventing cost shifting, dumping of 
medically needy patients, and cost 
overruns, it provides a core of basic 
protections for senior citizens under 
medicare. Ever since I was the director 
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of the Oregon Gray Panthers, I have 
been convinced that these protections 
were a must if we were to lay a foun
dation for responsible reform of our 
health care system. 

Finally, my bill goes one step fur
ther-it provides all-payor coverage 
for States that opt to develop a State 
prospective payment plan. 

All-payor coverage is important, as 
Alice Rivlin of CBO has acknowl
edged. All-payor coverage recognizes 
that in order to win the war, we must 
do battle with all the sources of in
creased hospital costs-including med
icaid and other third-party payors, as 
well as medicare. 

My bill also recognizes that cost 
shifting inflates the cost of private in
surance plans, and that means more 
costs for the patient, the insurance 
companies, and the employer. In my 
State alone, third-party payors were 
forced to pay an additional $120 mil
lion in hospital costs last year due to 
cost overruns imposed by medicare, 
medicaid, bad debt, and charity care. 

Mr. Speaker, I am aware that my bill 
is not the only prospective payment 
plan that has been offered. The ad
ministration has also proposed a pro
spective payment system-albeit one 
that differs significantly from my own. 
I welcome the opportunity to work 
with the administration and others to 
work out those differences and come 
up with a plan that will garner the 
kind of bipartisan support it needs to 
make it through the Congress and into 
law. 

But I must confess to having some 
reservations about some of the specif
ics of the administration's plan as it 
presently stands. 

For one, I am concerned whether it 
contains a realistic proposal for deal
ing with the issue of capital. We 
cannot allow capital costs to go abso
lutely unchecked when capital invest
ments mean an additional 30 cents of 
cost per dollar annually for medicare. 

I also am concerned that the admin
istration's DRG proposal does not in
clude a provision for States to develop 
their own prospective payment plan. 

Most important, I am concerned 
that the administration's DRG pro
posal is a medicare-only plan, while 
the model that it is supposedly based 
on-the New Jersey model-is an all
payors plan. While the New Jersey 
program has worked well using the 
DRG set up, there are no assurances 
that the administration's plan will 
work as well-or at all-when it is lim
ited to medicare. 

Nevertheless, there are a number of 
features in the administration's plan I 
support. For example, it continues the 
practice of hospitals being forced to 
accept medicare assignment as the 
total amount receivable from benefici
aries, it attempts to guard against 
widespread dumping and skimming of 
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undesirable patients, and it encour
ages cost efficiency. 

Most important, the administra
tion's plan like mine, is a good first 
step toward changing the existing 
cost-based reimbursement system-a 
system which rewards inefficiency-to 
a prospective payment system-a 
system that rewards efficiency and 
honors quality health care. 

I am hopeful that prospective pay
ment will become a reality during this 
Congress, and I look forward to work
ing with the administration and my 
colleagues on both sides of the aisle to 
see that it does. 

The bill follows: 
H.R. 1227 

A bill to amend title XVIII of the Social Se
curity Act to provide for alternative meth
ods for the prospective payment of hospi
tals under the medicare program 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, 

SHORT TITLE 
SECTION 1. This Act may be cited as the 

"Medicare Payment Reform Act of 1983". 
ALTERNATIVE HOSPITAL STATE PROSPECTIVE 

PAYMENT PROGRAMS 
SEc. 2. <a> Paragraph <1> of section 1886<c> 

of the Social Security Act is amended-
< 1> by striking out "may provide, in his 

discretion," and inserting in lieu thereof 
"shall provide"; 

(2) in subparagraph <A>, by redesignating 
clauses <D and <ii> as clauses <I> and <ID, re
spectively, by striking out "(A)" and insert
ing in lieu thereof "CA><D", and by adding at 
the end the following new clause: 

"<ii> the Secretary determines that the 
system <I> is operated directly by the State 
or by an entity designated pursuant to State 
law, <ID provides for payment of hospitals 
covered under the system under a methodol
ogy <which sets forth exceptions and adjust
ments, as well as any method for changes in 
the methodology) by which rates or 
amounts to be paid for hospital services 
during a specified period are established 
under the system prior to the defined rate 
period, and <III> hospitals covered under the 
system will make such reports <in lieu of 
cost and other reports, identified by the 
Secretary, otherwise required under this 
title> as the Secretary may require in order 
to properly monitor assurances provided 
under this subsection;"; 

<3> in subparagraph <B>. by striking out 
"CB>" and inserting in lieu thereof "<B><D", 
by striking out "and" at the end, and by 
adding at the end the following new clause: 

"(ii) the State has provided the Secretary 
with assurances that operation of the 
system will not result in any change in hos
pital admission practices which result in-

"<D a significant reduction in the propor
tion of patients <receiving hospital services 
covered under the system> who have no 
third-party coverage and who are unable to 
pay for hospital services, 

"<ID a significant reduction in the propor
tion of individuals admitted to hospitals for 
inpatient hospital services for which pay
ment is <or is likely to be> less than the an
ticipated charges for or costs of such serv
ices, 

"<III> the refusal to admit patients who 
would be expected to require unusually 
costly or prolonged treatment for reasons 
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other than those related to the appropriate
ness of the care available at the hospital, or 

"<IV> the refusal to provide emergency 
services to any person who is in need of 
emergency services if the hospital provides 
such services; and"; 

<4> by striking out the period at the end of 
subparagraph <C> and inserting in lieu 
thereof"; and", and 

<5> by adding at the end the following: 
"CD> any change by the State in the 

system which has the effect of materially 
reducing payments to hospitals can only 
take effect upon 6 months notice to the Sec
retary and to the hospitals the payment to 
which is likely to be materially affected by 
the charge; and 

"CE) the system meets such other require
ments as the Secretary has established by 
regulation. 
No regulation under subparagraph <E> shall 
take effect until 60 days after the date the 
text of the final regulation has been trans
mitted to the appropriate committees of 
Congress.". 

Cb) Paragraph <3> of such section is 
amended-

<1 > by inserting ", upon six months notice 
to the chief executive officer of the State" 
after "if the Secretary", and 

<2> by striking out "requirement of para
graph <l><A>" in subparagraph <A> and in
serting in lieu thereof "requirements of sub
paragraphs <A>. <D>, and <F>, of paragraph 
(1)". 

<c> Such section is further amended by 
adding at the end the following new para
graph: 

"(4) The Secretary shall respond to re
quests of States under this subsection 
within 60 days of the date the request is 
submitted to the Secretary. If the Secretary 
does not approve such a request of a State, 
the Secretary shall inform the State, and 
the Congress, of the reasons for denial of 
the request. In the case of an application 
filed under this subsection which would 
apply to services for which payment is being 
made in accordance with a system under 
subsection Cb), such application may not be 
approved so as to take effect with respect to 
services furnished before the beginning of 
the fiscal year after the date the application 
is approved. 

"(5) The Secretary, not later than 90 days 
after the date of the enactment of this sec
tion, shall provide for the establishment of 
guidelines respecting the method for deter
mining under paragraph <l><C> the amount 
of expenditures that would <in the absence 
of a system approved under this section> 
otherwise have been made under this title 
or under State plans approved under title 
XIX of this Act. These guidelines shall pro
vide for taking account of inflation and 
demonstrated changes in patient case load 
or case mix. 

"(6)CA> States may apply to the Secretary 
for a one-time grant which covers technical 
assistance and initial administrative costs 
associated with the establishment of an al
ternative hospital payment system which 
can be approved under this subsection. A 
State is eligible for only one grant under 
this paragraph. 

"<B> Payments under grants made under 
this paragraph shall be made in appropriate 
part from the Federal Hospital Insurance 
Trust Fund <established by section 1817) 
and the Federal Supplementary Medical In
surance Trust Fund <established by section 
1841> and from the funds appropriated 
under title XIX. Grants may be made either 
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in advance or by way of reimbursement, as 
may be determined by the Secretary, and 
shall be made in such installments and on 
such conditions as the Secretary finds nec
essary to carry out the purposes of this sec
tion." . e 

CHILD ABUSE 

HON. JOHN HILER 
OF INDIANA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, February 2, 1983 

• Mr. HILER. Mr. Speaker, on Janu
ary 5, I introduced commemorative 
legislation which seeks to designate 
April as National Child Abuse Preven
tion Month. I am pleased to report 
that the response of my colleagues to 
this bill, House Joint Resolution 22, 
has been tremendous. As of Tuesday, 
it had 147 cosponsors. 

The reason I introduced this bill was 
to help create awareness of just how 
serious child abuse is in this Nation. In 
Wednesday's New York Times, Mr. 
Glenn Collins wrote an excellent and 
revealing story on the tragic preva
lence of child sexual abuse, and I re
spectfully request that it be printed in 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. 

I hope after reading this article, the 
majority of my colleagues who have 
not yet cosponsored House Joint Reso
lution 22 will be inspired to help in the 
cause to end this national tragedy. 

[From the New York Times, Feb. 2, 1983) 
CHILD SEXUAL ABUSE PREVALENT, STUDY 

FINDS 

NEARLY HALF THE PARENTS QUERIED KNEW 
ABOUT A VICTIMIZED CHILD 

<By Glenn Collins) 
An ambitious study of 521 Boston families 

presents new evidence of the prevalence of 
child sexual abuse and offers the first de
tailed portrait of parents' knowledge and at
titudes about the problem. 

The research finds that the majority of 
parents have the misconception that child 
sexual abuse is committed primarily by 
strangers and shows that most parents 
cannot bring themselves to warn their chil
dren appropriately about the potential haz
ards of child abuse. 

However, the investigators found that par
ents are surprisingly well informed about 
the existence of child sexual abuse, believ
ing it to be alarmingly common. The par
ents interviewed overwhelmingly supported 
education in their children's schools about 
such victimization. 

The two-year, $210,000 study, directed by 
Dr. David Finkelhor of the Family Violence 
Research Program at the University of New 
Hampshire, was financed by the National 
Center for the Prevention and Control of 
Rape, a branch of the National Institute of 
Mental Health. The interviews were con
ducted by the Center for Survey Research, 
an organization sponsored jointly by Har
vard University, the Massachusetts Institute 
of Technology and the University of Massa
chusetts. Among the key findings were 
these: 

Nearly one parent in 10-9 percent-said 
that their own children had been the vic
tims of abuse or attempted abuse. Four of 
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the parents interviewed had had two chil
dren abused. 

Nearly half of all the parents studied, or 
47 percent, knew of a child-a family 
member, acquaintance or neighbor-who 
had been a victim of sexual abuse. The age 
of the victim was 6 or younger in 37 percent 
of these cases. 

Many of the parents in the study had 
themselves been sexually abused as chil
dren, 15 percent of the women and 6 per
cent of the men. Of parents who had been 
victimized, a third were abused before the 
age of 9. 

The parents interviewed rated sexual 
abuse a more harmful experience for a child 
than the death of a friend or a divorce in 
the household. Some 93 percent of the par
ents had been exposed to a discussion of 
sexual abuse in the previous year, primarily 
on television and in newspapers. 

Fifty percent of the parents still believe 
that the abuser is usually a stranger. Previ
ous studies have estimated that between 60 
and 75 percent of child sexual abuse is com
mitted by relatives, neighbors or acquaint
ances. 

Incidents of abuse or attempted abuse 
were reported to someone outside the 
family by slightly more than half of the 
parents surveyed. Seventy-four percent of 
those reports went to the police, rather 
than social agencies. 

The parents interviewed in the study had 
a total of 1,428 children living with them, all 
between the ages of 6 and 14. The subjects 
were selected from 4,344 households chosen 
at random in the Boston metropolitan area. 
Of these, 700 households fit the study re
quirements, and 521 parents agreed to be 
interviewed in sessions lasting from one to 
several hours. 

Although the study found that 9 percent 
of the parents had children who had been 
sexually abused, Dr. Finkelhor estimated 
that the total of victims might be double 
the number reported. 

"Close to two-thirds of all children who 
are victimized may not tell their parents or 
anyone else about it," he said. Some chil
dren fear being blamed, being punished by 
the abuser or not being believed. Previous 
estimates of the prevalence of sexual abuse, 
derived from retrospective studies of adults, 
have ranged as high as 34 percent of all girls 
and 9 percent of all boys. 

Dr. Finkelhor said: "None of the parents 
in our study revealed that they themselves 
had abused their children. Yet we believe 
that a considerable number of children are 
abused by their own parents." 

Although children of both sexes were 
abused, 94 percent of the abusers were male. 
A woman or girl was implicated in only 
three of the parents' accounts of abuse that 
they had suffered personally. Dr. Finkelhor 
believes this finding offers new evidence to 
dispel the idea that there is a considerable 
amount of abuse by women that never 
comes to public attention. 

Only 29 percent of the parents said they 
had talked explicitly about sexual abuse or 
child molestation with their youngsters. 
Only 25 percent of those parents mentioned 
that abuse could be initiated by a member 
of their own family. Few parents discussed 
the subject with children under the age of 9, 
although this and other studies show that a 
sizable number of children under that age 
are abused. 

"Parents seem to be telling their children 
too little, too late," Dr. Finkelhor said. 
"Kids need to know they can tell parents 
and other adults about it. Often they can 
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only do this if it is first brought up by par
ents. Kids may not have the vocabulary for 
discussing it." 

Clinicians who treat sexually abused chil
dren have suggested that youngsters are 
confused by the offender's insistence that 
the sexual activity is proper. In addition, 
they are often unaware that they have the 
right to refuse such advances, and they are 
often uncertain about whether they would 
be chastised if they reported the behavior 
to other adults. 

Dr. Finkelhor said that a very common 
pattern among the parents interviewed was 
to talk to their children about kidnapping 
and to think that they were warning a child 
about sexual abuse at the same time. 

Yet strangers were the abusers in only 33 
percent of the cases among the parents 
interviewed who reported having been 
abused themselves as children; 67 percent of 
the abusers were relatives, acquaintances or 
their own parents. 

PARENTS SEEM TO BE TELLING CHILDREN TOO 
LITTLE, TOO LATE 

"Since many parents talked about kidnap
ping with their children," Dr. Finkelhor 
said, "it's obvious that they're not afraid to 
bring up potentially frightening subjects. 
But sex is embarrassing, and parents may 
feel that once they bring up the subject of 
abuse, they need to talk about many com
plex value issues involving sex." 

However, he said, parents can discuss such 
abuse without having to impart a great deal 
of sexual information. "For example," said 
Dr. Finkelhor, "you can discuss the 'body 
zones' concept: that certain parts of chil
dren's bodies are off limits to other people, 
and that there are types of touches that 
make you feel good versus those that make 
you feel bad. Parents can tell children that 
they have the right to say no to Uncle Joe if 
he touches them in this way. Kids often 
sense something in abusers' furtiveness that 
they might describe as 'yucky.'" 

Although children from every social class, 
ethnic and racial background seemed equal
ly vulnerable to abuse, there is a higher in
cidence of it among children whose parents 
had remarried. Seventeen percent of par
ents who had stepparent partners reported 
that their children had been abused. "This 
does not imply that the stepparent was 
doing the abusing," said Dr. Finkelhor. 
"This may have something to do with the 
courtship process, where the child's mother, 
before she remarries, may unwittingly bring 
sexually opportunistic men into the home. 
There may also be the feeling that since 
stepchildren are not blood relatives, the 
people in their new social network may be 
more predatory toward these children." 

Only 56 percent of those interviewed had 
actually reported the abuse, and many of 
those who did seemed to be ignorant of 
public agencies and social programs that 
exist to help sexually victimized children. 

"Parents did not spontaneously mention 
child protection, mental-health agencies or 
physicians as possible sources of assistance," 
Dr. Finkelhor said. "This is one of the most 
significant implications of this study for 
education: It's important for agencies to try 
to get the word out to the people.'' 

The study did find that parents were 
eager for help in making children aware of 
the problem: 87 percent of those questioned 
agreed that education about sexual abuse 
should take place in the schools. 

"We also found it reassuring," Dr. Finkel
hor said, "to see that so many parents did 
take the problem seriously and that they re-
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alized how widespread it is. Those attitudes 
could form a good basis for parents to be 
educators about the subject. The home is an 
important place for early preventive educa
tion."• 

CIVIL SERVICE PAY SYSTEM 

HON. PATRICIA SCHROEDER 
OF COLORADO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, February 2, 1983 
e Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, 
the President's budget would slash the 
retirement benefits of civil servants 
and would freeze their pay. For a 
better understanding of this issue, I 
commend to my colleagues the follow
ing article from the Washington Post, 
by Paul Taylor, dealing with the pay 
and benefit issue: 

THE SORRY STATE OF UNCLE SAM'S PAY 
SYSTEM 

<By Paul Taylor) 
To get from Paul Beckman's place in the 

civil service system to Jim Owen's, you have 
to travel half of the country, which isn't so 
rough, and scale seven rungs of the bureauc
racy, which is. 

Beckman is Dallas branch manager of the 
Internal Revenue Service's Examination Di
vision. It's a pretty big job; he supervises a 
staff of 100 auditors and computer special
ists who pore over tax returns of Dallas area 
corporations. At 47, Beckman is two years 
younger than Owens, and both have been 
with the IRS since 1957. 

But Owens has moved up much further. 
In 1980, he was named southwest regional 
commissioner for the IRS, putting him four 
tiers above Beckman on an organization 
chart. Then in 1981, Owens was brought 
here to take over the whole shebang as 
deputy commissioner. That's the top career 
job at IRS, giving Owens direct responsibil
ity for 88,000 employes and a $2.5 billion 
budget. 

And now the rub: until last month, Beck
man's salary was $57,500, while Owens' was 
$58,500. 

The denizens of the six bureaucratic 
layers in between also were all jammed into 
the same salary closet. 

This phenomenon has been around long 
enough to have a name-"executive pay 
compression"-and is by no means limited 
to the IRS. 

At various times over the last decade, as 
many as 45,000 of the nation's top civil serv
ants in every part of the federal government 
have had their pay bunched like this, their 
incentives to climb the topmost rungs of the 
career ladder restrained by the stark fact 
that, as Beckman notes, "after a certain 
point, there's no more money in it." 

In a nation where 12 million people can't 
find a job, much less a $57,500 salary, this 
tale of pay compression in bureaucracy's 
stratosphere is not going to put lumps in a 
lot of throats. 

But as a parable for the way the federal 
government goes about the business of com
pensating its employes, it could not be more 
apt. 

The system is out of whack. Of its many 
problems, three stand out: 

After years of tinkering, Congress and the 
president still haven't developed a credible 
mechanism for balancing political and budg
etary pressures to hold down government 
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salaries against the management impera
tives to attract a competent work force. The 
most widely accepted wage mechanism in 
the private sector, collective bargaining, is 
not permitted in the federal government, 
except for the quasi-independent Postal 
Service. 

The last major pass at the problem came 
in 1970, when Congress enacted a pay com
parability law designed to keep civil service 
salaries on a par with equivalent jobs in the 
private sector. But presidents have routine
ly ignored the law and, as budgetary pres
sures grew, have declared annual "emergen
cies" that have allowed government pay to 
lag a record 13.9 percent behind that of the 
private sector. 

Political leaders have created salary dis
tortions within the bureaucracy that weigh 
most heavily on those most important to its 
effective functioning-managers who have 
made it to the top, and professionals such as 
accountants, engineers, scientists and law
yers with skills marketable in the private 
sector. In a nutshell, federal pay is good at 
the lower levels, but becomes steadily worse 
on the way up. 

Most ominous of all, the government has 
not struck a happy balance between its pay 
and its pensions. Pay lags behind private 
sector comparability, pensions exceed it. 
Moreover, within the pension system, the 
vast bulk of benefits go to the 25 percent of 
the work force that stays in the system long 
enough to retire, while the short-service 
worker pays proportionately far more into 
the system than he or she takes out. 

None of these distortions is new, but race
horse inflation in the last decade has made 
all three much worse. It has dramatically 
enhanced benefits to federal retirees, whose 
pensions are fully indexed, while eroding 
purchasing power of federal workers, whose 
salaries are not. 

That, in turn, has put all of the wrong in
centives in all of the wrong places. It makes 
unassailable bottom-line sense these days, 
and has for quite a while, that seasoned bu
reaucrats at the height of their productive 
years should retire from government jobs 
while they are in their mid-50s-old enough 
to qualify for full retirement benefits but 
young enough to seek work on the outside. 

The brief second careers launched or re
sumed by these early retirees are, in turn, 
tailor-made to provide a windfall from a re
distributive Social Security system that de
livers its greatest proportional benfits to 
those who participate in the system for the 
shortest time. 

Thus, the shrewd bureaucrat winds up in 
his golden years with two bites at the feder
al apple-Social Security and a civil service 
pension, both fully indexed against infla
tion. 

According to the Social Security Adminis
tration, 73 percent of all federal civil service 
annuitants age 62 and over are receiving 
Social Security benefits and their federal 
pension. 

More on Social Security in a moment. 
First, some figures that show what's been 
happening to federal employe pay and pen
sion over the last 13 years: 

IN 1969, the average monthly annuity for 
retired civil servants was $260. By 1982, 
thanks mainly to a succession of lavish cost
of-living indexing provisions, it had risen to 
$1,047 per month, a fourfold increase. Some 
of the provisions, such as twice-a-year 
COLA adjustments and an inflation-plus-1-
percent kicker, have been repealed. 

Meanwhile, in the same period, the con
sumer price index rose by 162 percent while 
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the salary of all government employes at 
the GS15 level-the top of the middle-range 
managers-and below increased by just 118 
percent. Thus, purchasing power of the 
entire general schedule system, as a system, 
has actually been eroding over the last 13 
years. This is not necessarily the case for in
dividual employes, who have also had salary 
adjustments for longevity and/or promo
tions. 

For the top-level careerist, the salary situ
ation is even more stark. Since 1969, their 
pay has increased just 75 percent. The earn
ing power of top executives who reached the 
system-wide pay cap, a level pegged slightly 
below that of congressional salaries, a 
decade ago has since eroded by about one
third. 

"When you see that in 1972 at the pay cap 
you're making $36,000 a year, and in today's 
economy with those equivalent dollars, 
you're making $23,000, it becomes difficult 
after a while to explain to your friends why 
you are such a failure," James Colvard, a 
physicist who supervises 200,000 civilians as 
deputy chief of Navy materiel, told Con
gress nearly two years ago. 

Since then, Congress lifted the pay cap 
once in late 1981 and again last month, but 
even with those increases, top bureaucrats 
still have seen their purchasing power de
crease by one-third over a 13-year span. 

How did this fix come about? Raising gov
ernment pay is always a briar patch for poli
ticians, and over the years, the predictable 
response has been to hold back salary in
creases and make up the difference with 
hidden and/or delayed forms of compensa
tion, for instance, pension benefits. 

Eventually, though, the piper must be 
paid. In the military pay system, where ten
dencies to delay compensation have been 
even more exaggerated, the annual budget 
of the pay-as-you-go pension system exceeds 
the annual budget of the Army. 

Now the demands of the Civil Service Re
tirement System <CSRS> are reaching those 
same budget-gobbling dimensions. In fiscal 
1981, government workers paid $3.8 billion 
into their pension system, but the govern
ment had to add another $18.4 billion from 
its operating budget-a thirteenfold in
crease over the 1968 budget outlay of $1.4 
billion. A part of this increase is to make up 
for earlier underfunding of the system. 

By 1986, budget outlays to fund the CSRS 
are expected to balloon to more than $30 
billion. They are growing at six times the 
rate of growth of employe contributions. 

Budgetary pressure to break this cycle is 
enormous. The administration's new budget 
is expected to propose heavy cuts in retire
ment benefits: shifting from 55 to 65 the 
minimum age at which federal employes can 
retire without penalty, raising the employe 
contribution from 7 to 9 percent of salary 
next year and as high as 11 percent by 1985, 
and basing future annuities on a high-five
year salary average rather than a high
three. 

Such proposals will meet stiff resistance 
in Congress where federal workers get a 
friendlier ear than in the White House, but 
they are not the only forces threatening the 
retirement system. 

Other external pressures are coming from 
big brother-Social Security, which is 
having a notorious bout with short-term in
solvency and is on the prowl for quick fixes. 

Among the quickest and likeliest fixes is 
forcing all new federal employes to join the 
Social Security System. This proposal, 
which already has the approval of the bi
partisan Social Security Task Force, would 
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bring a much-needed short-term infusion of 
money into the system by adding a new 
group of taxpayers to the rolls without im
mediately adding beneficiaries. 

O ver the long haul, of course, universal 
coverage would not be a moneymaker for 
Social Security, but it would bring some sav
ings to government by, among other things, 
eliminating the double-dipping windfalls. 

Federal employe and retiree groups will 
fight strongly against such universal cover
age. Why should it matter to current em
ployes what retirement arrangements are 
made for future employes? They fear that 
the creation of a dual work force, one with a 
more generous retirement system than the 
other, will mean that benefits of the better
off group will always be politically vulnera
ble. They're probably correct. 

When Social Security was enacted in 1935, 
federal workers were exempted because it 
was thought unnecessary and redundant; 
they already had a mandatory contribution 
pension plan. In fact, they've had it for 62 
years now, and they like it just fine. 

The two systems have grown on somewhat 
parallel tracks over the years but do not 
share the same basic premise. One is a de
f erred compensation system designed to 
provide career employees with a livable 
wage in retirement; the other is a social in
surance program designed to provide a floor 
of benefits to the elderly. If federal workers 
went on Social Security, their retirement 
system would be turned into a supplemental 
one, with greatly reduced benefits. 

Comparing federal workers' current annu
ity benefits with what the typical private 
sector employe receives from Social Security 
and pensions is difficult, because private 
plans vary so widely. But it's fair to say that 
the CSRS is generous by any standards. 
Even though government workers must pay 
7 percent of their wages <more than most 
private sector pension plans) into the 
system, their benefits more than make up 
for the contribution. 

The typical federal employe replaces a 
higher percentage of his salary in retire
ment than the average private sector 
worker does from Social Security and a pen
sion. The government annuitant is fully in
dexed to inflation, while only 3 percent of 
private-sector pension plans are. And, be
cause of liberal early-out features, nearly 
half of all government workers retire by age 
60, compared to 7 percent in the private 
sector. 

Government workers do not want to give 
this up. They are especially bitter at the 
prospect of being asked to rescue Social Se
curity from problems they had no hand in 
creating. L. J. <Lud) Andolsek, president of 
the National Association of Retired Federal 
Employees, has called those who would 
tamper with the civil service retirement 
system "jackals of the forest." 

Somewhat more soberly, James Lantonio, 
assistant IRS commissioner for human re
sources, says: "We view our retirement as a 
reward for putting up with low pay." 

From the other side, John W. Macy Jr., a 
former chairman of the U.S. Civil Service 
Commission, believes federal employes 
would be better off without such good bene
fits. He says they create resentments among 
the general public that make it harder for 
government workers to lobby for better pay. 

Actually, though, there doesn't seem to be 
much resentment about federal employe 
pensions, according to a Washington Post 
poll taken earlier this month. Asked what 
they thought of federal employe retirement 
benefits, 33 percent of those polled said 
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they were too high, 31 percent the right 
amount, 9 percent too low and the rest had 
no opinion. 

On a pay question, 56 percent said they 
believed federal workers were paid more 
than those in equivalent private-sectors 
jobs, while 10 percent said they were paid 
less. So some misconceptions abound. 

Macy's perspective on the pay-and-pen
sion dilemma is intriguing. In 1962, he was 
among proponents of the " reform" that for 
the first time indexed federal pension bene
fits. But instead of indexing them to salary 
increases, which good-government advocates 
of the time said would make them too vul
nerable to political vagaries, he advocated 
indexing them to inflation-at the time, 2 
percent. 

" I've had a guilty conscience ever since," 
Macy said. " I just wasn't bright enough to 
foresee double-digit inflation." As penance, 
Macy heads a private citizens lobby, the Na
tional Committee on Public Employee Pen
sion System, that has been calling for a 
major scaling back of benefits. 

His co-chairman is former representative 
Hastings Keith of Massachusetts, a triple
dipper at the federal pension trough. 
Twenty years service in the military, Con
gress and the executive branch, and a long 
career in the private sector bring Keith 
combined annual payments from the gov
ernment of more than $65,000. 

He has been trying to give the govern
ment back some of his checks, but the gov
ernment wants no part of it. So he goes 
around the country shocking people at how 
liberal the benefits can be. 

This irks the public employe lobby. 
"Keith represents absolutely no one except 
a handful of people who contrive to manipu
late the system," said Stephen Skardon, leg
islative director of NARFE. 

Actually, there are other isolated cases of 
retirees trying to return portions of their 
pensions, contending not that they've ma
nipulated anything but that their COLA 
overcompensates them for inflation's effect 
on the elderly. 

While pensions will clearly dominate fed
eral employe compensation issues in coming 
months, other, structural matters cry out 
for attention. 

The comparability law, enacted in 1970 to 
establish a mechanism for equal pay for 
equal work, has been ignored by presidents 
in eight of the years since. Employe confi
dence in the system's equity is at a low. The 
employes believe, correctly, that in budget 
crunches, comparability is first to go. 

But administration officials say the com
parability mechanism has flaws that make 
it worth ignoring. The Carter and Reagan 
administrations have called for a total com
pensation comparability system in which 
benefits and salaries are calculated into the 
formula. The current system calculates only 
salaries. 

Donald J. Devine, director of the Office of 
Personnel Management, says the compara
bility formulas are technically imperfect, 
doing a poor job of measuring government 
and private-sector pay. 

Devine has another complaint about the 
current system: "grade creep." OMB studies 
show that about 13 percent of federal civil
ian jobs, including about 30 percent in this 
area, are overgraded. Their job description 
and corresponding salary rates are inflated 
above their real value. Devine is developing 
a program to attack this, although it will 
run into obvious resistance from employe 
groups. 

Another structural problem is the linkage 
of congressional salaries to the pay for top-
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level career jobs. Informally observed for 
decades, that linkage was written into law in 
1978 and has created the caps that put 
Owens and Beckman so uncomfortably close 
on the salary schedule. 

The Senior Executives Association, which 
represents about 6, 700 top career execu
tives, thinks its people would be better off 
without such linkage. Nothing could be 
worse, the association believes, than to be 
tied to the contortions of Congress each 
time it goes through the political agony of 
raising its own salary. 

Others, such as former OPM director Alan 
K. Campbell, believe senior executives are 
better off linked. Erratic as the current 
system may be, he argues, at least it puts 
top careerists' salary levels in the hands of a 
legislative body with a self-interest in rais
ing them. 

This argument goes back and forth and 
maybe always will. Fixing the pay of those 
who work for the sovereign has never been a 
job the nation has handled with particular 
grace. A century and a half ago, Alexis de 
Tocqueville may have rendered the last 
word on the matter. 

"A Democratic state is most parsimonious 
toward its principal agents. In America, the 
secondary officers are much better paid, and 
the dignitaries of the administration much 
worse, than they are elsewhere." 

In other words, 'twas ever thus.e 

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
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 infor
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, 
February 3, 1983, may be found in the 
Daily Digest of today's RECORD. 

MEETINGS SCHEDULED 

FEBRUARY4 
9:00 a.m. 

Commerce, Science, and Transportation 
To hold hearings on the nominations of 

Helen M. Taylor, of Virginia, Richard 
Brookhiser, of New York, Karl Eller, 
of Arizona, and Sharon P. Rockefeller, 
of West Virginia, each to be a member 
of the Board of Directors of the Cor
poration for Public Broadcasting. 

235 Russell Building 
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9:30 a.m. 

Finance 
International Trade Subcommittee 

To hold hearings on S. 144, to establish 
the concept of reciprocity of market 
access as an objective for U.S. trade 
policy where American products are 
competitive. 

2221 Dirksen Building 
Joint Economic 

To hold hearings on the employment/ 
unemployment situation for the 
month of January. 

318 Russell Building 
10:00 a .m. 

Budget 
To continue hearings in preparation for 

reporting the first concurrent resolu
tion on the fiscal year 1984 congres
sional budget. 

6202 Dirksen Building 
• Special on Aging 

To hold hearings on the quality of 
health care and prospective reimburse
ment procedures to medical facilities. 

5302 Dirksen Building 
2:00 p.m. 

Budget 
To continue hearings in preparation for 

reporting the first concurrent resolu
tion on the fiscal year 1984 congres
sional budget. 

6202 Dirksen Building 

FEBRUARY8 
10:00 a.m. 

Judiciary 
To resume oversight hearings on orga

nized crime in the United States. 
2228 Dirksen Building 

FEBRUARY 10 
10:00 a .m. 

Judiciary 
To resume oversight hearings on orga

nized crime in the United States. 
2228 Dirksen Building 

FEBRUARY 14 
10:00 a.m. 

Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs 
To hold oversight hearings on the status 

of the housing sector. 
5302 Dirksen Building 

FEBRUARY 15 
9:30 a.m. 

Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs 
International Finance and Monetary 

Policy Subcommittee 
To hold oversight hearings on the status 

of the international debt. 
5302 Dirksen Building 

Veterans' Affairs 
To hold joint hearings with the House 

Committee on Veterans' Affairs to re
ceive legislative recommendations for 
fiscal year 1984 from the Disabled 
American Veterans. 

345 Cannon Building 
10:00 a.m. 

Environment and Public Works 
To hold hearings to review those items 

in the President's budget for fiscal 
year 1984 which fall within its legisla
tive jurisdiction, and to consider rec
ommendations which it will make 
thereon to the Budget Committee. 

4200 Dirksen Building 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
10:30 a.m. 

Labor and Human Resources 
Employment and Productivity Subcom

mittee 
To hold hearings on S. 242, authorizing 

funds for fiscal year 1983 to provide 
additional employment opportunities 
in existing Federal or federally assist
ed labor intensive programs, to provide 
incentives for employers to hire the 
long-term unemployed, and to expand 
retraining opportunities for dislocated 
workers. 

4232 Dirksen Building 
1:00 p.m. 

Finance 
To hold hearings on recommendations 

of the National Commission on Social 
Security Reform. 

2221 Dirksen Building 
•2:00 p.m. 

Rules and Administration 
To hold hearings on committee resolu

tions requesting funds for operating 
expenses for 1983. 

301 Russell Building 

FEBRUARY 16 
9:30 a.m. 

Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs 
To hold oversight hearings on the Fed

eral Reserve System's first monetary 
policy report for 1983. 

5302 Dirksen Building 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation 
Communications Subcommittee 

To hold hearings on S. 66, to create a ju
risdictional framework to apportion 
the authority regulating cable systems 
between the Federal and State govern
ments, and to provide for a competi
tive marketplace for cable systems in 
the telecommunications industry. 

235 Russell Building 
Rules and Administration 

To continue hearings on committee res
olutions requesting funds for operat
ing expenses for 1983. 

301 Russell Building 
10:00 a.m. 

Veterans' Affairs 
To hold hearings to review those items 

in the President's budget for fiscal 
year 1984 which fall within its legisla
tive jurisdiction, and to consider rec
ommendations which it will make 
thereon to the Budget Committee, re
ceiving testimony from officials of the 
Veterans' Administration. 

412 Russell Building 

FEBRUARY 17 
9:30 a.m. 

Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs 
International Finance and Monetary 

Policy Subcommittee 
To resume oversight hearings on the 

status of the international debt. 
5302 Dirksen Building 

Commerce, Science and Transportation 
Communications Subcommittee 

To continue hearings on S. 66, to create 
a jurisdictional framework to appor
tion the authority regulating cable 
systems between the Federal and 
State governments, and to provide for 
a competitive marketplace for cable 
systems in the telecommunications in
dustry. 

235 Russell Building 

February 2, 1983 
Finance 
Health Subcommittee 

To continue hearings on a proposal to 
develop a medicare prospective pay
ment system for hospitals, skilled 
nursing facilities, and other providers. 

2221 Dirksen Building 
Rules and Administration 

To continue hearings on committee res
olutions requesting funds for operat
ing expenses for 1983. 

301 Russell Building 
10:00 a.m. 

Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry 
To hold hearings on S. 251, to provide 

for fair trade practices in the agricul
tural market, and to encourage and 
expand the export volume and value 
of agricultural commodities and prod
ucts, and other related measures. 

324 Russell Building 
Appropriations 
HUD-Independent Agencies Subcommit

tee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es

timates for fiscal year 1984 for the 
American Battle Monuments Commis
sion, Army cemeterial expenses, and 
the Selective Service System. 

1224 Dirksen Building 
Appropriations 
Transportation and Related Agencies Sub

committee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es

timates for fiscal year 1984 for the 
Secretary of Transportation. 

1318 Dirksen Building 
Environment and Public Works 

To resume hearings to review those 
items in the President's budget for 
fiscal year 1984 which fall within its 
legislative jurisdiction, and to consider 
recommendations which it will make 
thereon to the Budget Committee. 

4200 Dirksen Building 
Governmental Affairs 
Permanent Subcommittee on Investiga

tions 
To hold hearings to examine the nature 

of organized crime as it exists today in 
the Middle Atlantic region of the 
United States. 

3302 Dirksen Building 
1:30 p.m. 

Commerce, Science, and Transportation 
Surface Transportation Subcommittee 

To hold hearings on automobile safety, 
focusing on the durability of car 
bumpers. 

235 Russell Building 
Finance 
Health Subcommittee 

To continue hearings on a proposal t o 
develop a medicare prospective pay
ment system for hospitals, skilled 
nursing facilities, and other providers. 

2221 Dirksen Building 

FEBRUARY 18 
9:00 a.m. 

Energy and Natural Resources 
To hold oversight hearings, in closed 

session, on the world petroleum out
look for 1983. 

S-407, Capitol 
9:30 a.m. 

Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs 
To resume oversight hearings on the 

Federal Reserve System's first mone
tary policy report for 1983. 

5302 Dirksen Building 



February 2, 1983 
10:00 a.m. 

Judiciary 
Security and Terrorism Subcommittee 

To hold hearings on U.S. Attorney Gen
eral's new domestic security investigat
ing guidelines. 

10:00 a.m. 

2228 Dirksen Building 

FEBRUARY 21 

Energy and Natural Resources 
To resume oversight hearings on the 

world petroleum outlook for 1983. 
3110 Dirksen Building 

FEBRUARY 22 
9:00 a .m . 

Labor and Human Resources 
Employment and Productivity Subcom

mittee 
To resume hearings on S. 242, authoriz

ing funds for fiscal year 1983 to pro
vide additional employment opportu
nities in existing Federal or federally 
assisted labor intensive programs, to 
provide incentives for employers to 
hire the long-term unemployed, and to 
expand retraining opportunities for 
dislocated workers. 

4232 Dirksen Building 
9:30 a.m. 

Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs 
To resume oversight hearings on the 

Federal Reserve System's first mone
tary policy report for 1983. 

5302 Dirksen Building 
Commerce, Science. and Transportation 
Science, Technology, and Space Subcom

mittee 
To hold hearings on proposed authoriza

tions for fiscal year 1984 for the Na
tional Bureau of Standards, Depart
ment of Commerce, and the U.S. Fire 
Administration, Federal Emergency 
Management Agency. 

235 Russell Building 
Rules and Administration 

Business meeting, to consider committee 
resolutions requesting funds for oper
ating expenses for 1983, and proposed 
regulations for Senate mass mailings. 

301 Russell Building 
10:00 a.m. 

Environment and Public Works 
Business meeting, to consider those mat

ters and programs in the President's 
budget for fiscal year 1984 which fall 
within the committee's jurisdiction, 
with a view toward submitting its 
views and budgetary recommendations 
to the Committee on the Budget. 

4200 Dirksen Building 
Finance 

To resume hearings on recommenda
tions of the National Commissi')n on 
Social Security Reform. 

2221 Dirksen Building 
2:00 p.m. 

Appropriations 
Transportation and Related Agencies Sub

committee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es

timates for fiscal year 1984 for the 
Washington Metropolitan Area Tran
sit Authority, and the Research and 
Special Programs Administration of 
the Department of Transportation. 

1223 Dirksen Building 
Governmental Affairs 

To hold hearings on the nominations of 
Barbara J. Mahone, of New York, to 
be a member, and John C. Miller, of 
Ohio, to be General Counsel, both of 
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the Federal Labor Relations Author
ity. 

3302 Dirksen Building 

FEBRUARY 23 
9:00 a.m. 

Labor and Human Resources 
Employment and Productivity Subcom

mittees 
To continue hearings of S. 242, authoriz

ing funds for fiscal year 1983 to pro
vide additional employment opportu
nities in existing Federal or federally 
assisted labor intensive programs, to 
provide incentives for employers to 
hire the long-term unemployed, and to 
expand retraining opportunities for 
dislocated workers. 

4232 Dirksen Building 
10:00 a.m. 

Finance 
To continue hearings on recommenda

tions of the National Commission on 
Social Security Reform. 

2221 Dirksen Building 
Governmental Affairs 
Permanent Subcommittee on Investiga

tions 
To resume hearings to examine the 

nature of organized crime as it exists 
today in the Mid-Atlantic region of 
the United States. 

3302 Dirksen Building 
Labor and Human Resources 
Education, Arts, and Humanities Subcom

mittee 
To hold oversight hearings on the im

plementation of vocational education 
programs. 

9:30 a.m. 

4232 Dirksen Building 

FEBRUARY 24 

Governmental Affairs 
Oversight of Government Management 

Subcommittee 
To hold hearings on proposed legislation 

authorizing funds through fiscal year 
1988 for the Office of Government 
Ethics, Office of Personnel Manage
ment, and to review the financial dis
closure provisions of the Ethics in 
Government Act of 1978. 

5110 Dirksen Building 
Judiciary 
Juvenile Justice Subcommittee 

To hold hearings on the reauthorization 
of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquen
cy Prevention Act <Public Law 93-415). 

2228 Dirksen Building 
10:00 a.m. 

Appropriations 
HUD-Independent Agencies Subcommit

tee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es

timates for fiscal year 1984 for the 
Office of Consumer Affairs, Consumer 
Information Center, and the Con
sumer Product Safety Commission. 

1224 Dirksen Building 
Appropriations 
Transportation and Related Agencies Sub

committee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es

timates for fiscal year 1984 for the Na
tional Highway Traffic Safety Admin
istration, Department of Transporta
tion. 

1318 Dirksen Building 

1549 
Energy and Natural Resources 
Energy and Mineral Resources Subcom

mittee 
To hold oversight hearings on the status 

of the abandoned mine land fund, De
partment of the Interior. 

3110 Dirksen Building 
Finance 

To continue hearings on recommenda
tions of the National Commission on 
Social Security Reform. 

2221 Dirksen Building 
Governmental Affairs 
Permanent Subcommittee on Investiga

tions 
To continue hearings to examine the 

nature of organized crime as it exists 
today in the mid-Atlantic region of the 
United States. 

3302 Dirksen Building 
Labor and Human Resources 
Education, Arts, and Humanities Subcom

mittee 
To continue oversight hearings on the 

implementation of vocational educa
tion programs. 

4232 Dirksen Building 
2:00 p.m. 

Appropriations 
Agriculture, Rural Development and Re

lated Agencies Subcommittee 
To hold hearings to review the general 

agricultural outlook, and the overall 
budget for the Department of Agricul
ture. 

1318 Dirksen Building 
Select on Ethics 

To hold a general business meeting. 
S-126, Capitol 

FEBRUARY28 
9:00 a.m. 

Commerce, Science, and Transportation 
To hold hearings on proposed legislation 

authorizing funds for fiscal year 1984 
for the National Oceanic and Atmos
pheric Administration, Department of 
Commerce, focusing on ocean and 
coastal programs. 

235 Russell Building 
10:00 a.m. 

Appropriations 
Foreign Operations Subcommittee 

To hold hearings to review foreign as
sistance programs of the Department 
of State. 

1114 Dirksen Building 

MARCH 1 
9:30 a.m. 

Appropriations 
Agriculture, Rural Development and Re

lated Agenices Subcommittee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es

timates for fiscal year 1984 for the Ag
ricultural Cooperative Service, Agri
cultural Marketing Service, Office of 
Transportation, and the Packers and 
Stockyards Administration, Depart
ment of Agriculture. 

1224 Dirksen Building 
10:00 a.m. 

Appropriations 
Foreign Operations Subcommittee 

To hold hearings on proposed budget es
timates for fiscal year 1984 for certain 
programs of the Department of State, 
focusing on international security as
sistance, international narcotics con
trol, migration and refugee assistance, 
and antiterrorism. 

S-126, Capitol 



1550 
Appropriations 
Transportation and Related Agencies Sub

committee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es

timates for fiscal year 1984 for the Na
tional Transportation Safety Board. 

1318 Dirksen Building 
10:30 a.m. 

Veterans Affairs 
To hold hearings to receive legislative 

recommendations for fiscal year 1984 
from the Paralyzed Veterans of Amer
ica, Military Order of the Purple 
Heart, and World War I Veterans. 

318 Russell Building 

MARCH2 
10:00 a.m. 

Labor and Human Resources 
Education, Arts, and Humanities Subcom

mittee 
To resume oversight hearings on the im

plementation of vocational education 
programs. 

4232 Dirksen Building 
Veterans Affairs 

Business meeting, to consider those 
items in the President's budget for 
fiscal year 1984 which fall within its 
legislative jurisdiction, and recommen
dations which it will make thereon to 
the Committee on the Budget. 

412 Russell Building 
2:00 p.m. 

Appropriations 
Foreign Operations Subcommittee 

To hold hearings on proposed budget es
timates for fiscal year 1984 for the 
Peace Corps, and the Inter-American 
Foundation. 

S-126, Capitol 

MARCH3 
9:30 a.m. 

Appropriations 
Agriculture, Rural Development and Re

lated Agencies Subcommittee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es

timates for fiscal year 1984 for the 
Animal and Plant Health Inspection 
Service, Food Safety and Inspection 
Service, and the Federal Grain Inspec
tion Service, Department of Agricul
ture. 

1224 Dirksen Building 
10:00 a.m. 

Appropriations 
Foreign Operations Subcommittee 

To hold hearings on proposed budget es
timates for fiscal year 1984 for certain 
programs of the Agency for Interna
tional Development. 

S-126, Capitol 
Appropriations 
Transportation and Related Agencies Sub

committee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es

timates for fiscal year 1984 for the 
U.S. Coast Guard, Department of 
Transportation. 

1318 Dirksen Building 
Judiciary 
Agency Administration Subcommittee 

To hold oversight hearings on the in
demnification of and contributions to 
government contractors. 

5110 Dirksen Building 
Labor and Human Resources 
Education, Arts, and Humanities Subcom

mittee 
To continue oversight hearings on the 

implementation of vocational educa
tion programs. 

4232 Dirksen Building 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
2:00 p.m. 

Appropriations 
Foreign Operations Subcommittee 

To continue hearings on proposed 
budget estimates for fiscal year 1984 
for certain programs of the Agency for 
International Development. 

S-126, Capitol 

MARCH7 
10:00 a.m. 

Appropriations 
Foreign Operations Subcommittee 

To hold hearings on proposed budget es
timates for fiscal year 1983 for the 
U.S. Representative to the United Na
tions, and voluntary contributions to 
international organizations and pro
grams of the United Nations. 

1114 Dirksen Building 

MARCH8 
10:00 a.m. 

Appropriations 
Foreign Operations Subcommittee 

To hold hearings on proposed budget es
timates for fiscal year 1984 for the 
Export-Import Bank of the United 
States. 

1114 Dirksen Building 
Appropriations 
Transportation and Related Agencies Sub

committee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es

timates for fiscal year 1984 for the 
U.S. Railway Association, and Conrail. 

1318 Dirksen Building 
11:30 a.m. 

Veterans' Affairs 
To hold hearings to receive legislative 

recommendations for fiscal year 1984 
from the Veterans of Foreign Wars. 

318 Russell Building 

MARCH9 
10:00 a.m. 

Appropriations 
Foreign Operations Subcommittee 

To hold hearings to review the current 
status of the multilateral development 
banks of the Department of the Treas-
ury. 

1114 Dirksen Building 
Appropriations 
Transportation and Related Agencies Sub

committee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es

timates for fiscal year 1984 for the Ar
chitectural and Transportation Bar
riers Compliance Board, and the 
Office of the Inspector General and 
the Office of the Secretary, Depart
ment of Transportation. 

1318 Dirksen Building 
Veterans' Affairs 

To hold hearings on proposed legislation 
providing for veterans' health care 
services. 

412 Russell Building 

MARCH 10 
9:00 a.m. 

Commerce, Science, and Transportation 
To resume hearings on proposed legisla

tion authorizing funds for fiscal year 
1984 for the National Oceanic and At
mospheric Administration, Depart
ment of Commerce, focusing on fisher
ies programs. 

235 Russell Building 

February 2, 1983 
9:30 a.m. 

Labor and Human Resources 
Labor Subcommittee 

To hold oversight hearings on the im
plementation of the Employee Retire
ment Income Security Act. 

4232 Dirksen Building 
10:00 a.m. 

Appropriations 
Foreign Operations Subcommittee 

To hold hearings on proposed budget es
timates for fiscal year 1984 for certain 
programs under the subcommittee's 
jurisdiction. 

S-126, Capitol 
Appropriations 
HUD-Independent Agencies Subcommit

tee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es

timates for fiscal year 1984 for the 
Veterans Administration. 

1224 Dirksen Building 
2:00 p.m. 

Appropriations 
Foreign Operations Subcommittee 

To hold hearings on proposed budget es
timates for fiscal year 1984 for certain 
programs under the subcommittee's 
jurisdiction. 

S-126, Capitol 

MARCH 14 
9:00 a.m. 

Commerce, Science, and Transportation 
To resume hearings on proposed legisla

tion authorizing funds for fiscal year 
1984 for the National Oceanic and At
mospheric Administration, Depart
ment of Commerce, focusing on 
weather and satellite programs. 

235 Russell Building 

MARCH 15 
9:30 a.m. 

Appropriations 
Agriculture, Rural Development and Re

lated Agencies Subcommittee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es

timates for fiscal year 1984 for the 
Soil Conservation Service, and the Ag
ricultural Stabilization and Conserva
tion Service, Department of Agricul
ture. 

1224 Dirksen Building 
Labor and Human Resources 
Labor Subcommittee 

To hold hearings on S. 336, to revise pro
hibitions against persons guilty of 
criminal offenses holding specified of
fices or positions, and clarifying the 
jurisdiction of the Department of 
Labor relating to the detection of and 
investigation of criminal violations re
lating to ERISA. 

4232 Dirksen Building 
10:00 a.m. 

Appropriations 
Transportation and Related Agencies Sub

committee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es

timates for fiscal year 1984 for the 
Interstate Commerce Commission. 

1318 Dirksen Building 
10:30 a.m. 

Appropriations 
Agriculture, Rural Development and Re

lated Agencies Subcommittee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es

timates for fiscal year 1984 for the 
Commodity Credit Corporation, For
eign Agricultural Service <including 
Public Law 480), Office of Internation-
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al Cooperation and Development, De
partment of Agriculture. 

1.224 Dirksen Building 

MARCH 16 
10:00 a.m. 

Appropriations 
Transportation and Related Agencies Sub

committee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es

timates for fiscal year 1984 for the 
Civil Aeronautics Board. 

1318 Dirksen Building 
Labor and Human Resources 
Education, Arts, and Humanities Subcom

mittee 
To hold hearings on issues related to 

math and science education in elemen
tary and secondary schools. 

4232 Dirksen Building 
Veterans· Affairs 

To hold hearings on proposed legislation 
providing educational assistance for 
certain members of the Armed Forces. 

412 Russell Building 

MARCH 17 
9:30 a.m. 

Appropriations 
Agriculture, Rural Development and Re

lated Agencies Subcommittee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es

timates for fiscal year 1984 for the Ag
ricultural Research Service, Coopera
tive State Research Service, Extension 
Service, and the National Agriculture 
Library, D~partment of Agriculture. 

1224 Dirksen Building 
10:00 a.m. 

Appropriations 
Transportation and Related Agencies Sub-

committee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es

timates for fiscal year 1984 for the 
Federal Railroad Administration of 
the Department of Transportation, 
and the National Railroad Passenger 
Corporation <AMTRAK). 

1318 Dirksen Building 
Labor and Human Resources 
Education, Arts, and Humanities Subcom

mittee 
To continue hearings on issues related 

to math and science education in ele
mentary and secondary schools. 

4232 Dirksen Building 
10:30 a.m. 

Veterans Affairs 
To hold hearings to receive legislative 

recommendations for fiscal year 1984 
from AMVETS and the Blinded Veter
ans Association. 

6226 Dirksen Building 

MARCH 22 
9:30 a.m. 

Appropriations 
Agriculture, Rural Development and Re

lated Agencies Subcommittee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es

timates for fiscal year 1984 for the 
Economic Research Service, Statistical 
Research Service, and the World Agri
cultural Outlook Board, Department 
of Agriculture. 

1224 Dirksen Building 
10:00 a.m. 

Appropriations 
Transportation and Related Agencies Sub-

committee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es

timates for fiscal year 1984 for the 
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Federal Highway Administration, De
partment of Transportation. 

1318 Dirksen Building 

MARCH 23 
10:00 a.m. 

Appropriations 
Transportation and Related Agencies Sub

committee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es

timates for fiscal year 1984 for the 
Panama Canal Commission, and the 
St. Lawrence Seaway Development 
Corporation of the Department of 
Transportation. 

1318 Dirksen Building 
Veterans' Affairs 

To hold oversight hearings to review the 
status of construction of certain veter
ans facilities. 

412 Russell Building 

MARCH 24 
9:30 a.m. 

Appropriations 
Agriculture, Rural Development and Re

lated Agencies Subcommittee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es

timates for fiscal year 1984 for the 
Office of Governmental and Public Af
fairs, Office of the General Counsel, 
Office of the Inspector General, 
Office of the Secretary, and depart
mental administration, Department of 
Agriculture. 

1318 Dirksen Building 
10:00 a.m. 

Appropriations 
HUD-Independent Agencies Subcommit-

tee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es

timates for fiscal year 1984 for the 
Office of Science and Technology 
Policy, and the Council on Environ
mental Quality. 

1224 Dirksen Building 

APRIL 5 
9:30 a.m. 

Appropriations 
Agriculture, Rural Development and Re

lated Agencies Subcommittee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es

timates for fi~~al year 1984 for the 
Food and Nutrition Service, and the 
Human Nutrition Information Service, 
Department of Agriculture. 

1318 Dirksen Building 

APRIL7 
9:30 a.m. 

Appropriations 
Agriculture, Rural Development and Re

lated Agencies Subcommittee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es

timates for fiscal year 1984 for the 
Farmers Home Administration, Feder
al Crop Insurance Corporation, Office 
of Rural Development Policy, and the 
Rural Electrification Administration, 
Department of Agriculture. 

1318 Dirksen Building 
10:00 a.m. 

Appropriations 
HUD-Independent Agencies Subcommit-

tee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es-

timates for fiscal year 1984 for the En
vironmental Protection Agency. 

1224 Dirksen Building 

1551 
APRIL 12 

9:30 a.m. 
Appropriations 
Agriculture, Rural Development and Re

lated Agencies Subcommittee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es

timates for fiscal year 1984 for certain 
programs of the Food and Drug Ad
ministration, Department of Health 
and Human Services, the Farm Credit 
Administration, and the Commodity 
Futures Trading Commission. 

1318 Dirksen Building 
10:00 a.m. 

Appropriations 
Transportation and Related Agencies Sub

committee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es

timates for fiscal year 1984 for the 
Federal A via ti on Administration, De
partment of Transportation. 

1114 Dirksen Building 

APRIL 13 
10:00 a.m. 

Labor and Human Resources 
Education, Arts, and Humanities Subcom

mittee 
To resume oversight hearings on the im

plementation of vocational education 
programs. 

4232 Dirksen Building 

APRIL 14 
10:00 a.m. 

Appropriations 
HUD-Independent Agencies Subcommit-

tee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es

timates for fiscal year 1984 for the Na
tional Science Foundation. 

1224 Dirksen Building 

Appropriations 
Transportation and Related Agencies Sub

committee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es

timates for fiscal year 1984 for the 
Urban Mass Transportation Adminis
tration, Department of Transporta
tion. 

1114 Dirksen Building 
Labor and Human Resources 
Education, Arts, and Humanities Subcom

mittee 
To continue oversight hearings on the 

implementation of vocational educa
tion programs. 

4332 Dirksen Building 

APRIL 20 

10:00 a.m. 
Labor and Human Resources 
Education, Arts, and Humanities Subcom

mittee 
To hold oversight hearings on the im

plementation of bilingual education 
programs by the Department of Edu
cation. 

4232 Dirksen Building 

Veterans' Affairs 
Business meeting, to consider proposed 

legislation providing for certain veter
ans' health care services, and proposed 
legislation providing educational as
sistance for certain members of the 
Armed Forces. 

412 Russell Building 



1552 
APRIL 21 

10:00 a.m. 
Appropriations 
HUD-Independent Agencies Subcommit

tee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es

timates for fiscal year 1984 for the Na
tional Aeronautics and Space Adminis
tration. 

1224 Dirksen Building 

Labor and Human Resources 
Education, Arts, and Humanities Subcom

mittee 
To continue oversight hearings on the 

implementation of bilingual education 
programs by the Department of Edu
cation. 

2:00 p.m. 
Appropriations 

4232 Dirksen Building 

APRIL 25 

Transportation and Related Agencies Sub
committee 

To hold hearings on proposed budget es
timates for fiscal year 1984 for trans
portation related programs. 

1114 Dirksen Building 

APRIL 26 
10:00 a.m. 

Appropriations 
Transportation and Related Agencies Sub

committee 
To continue hearings on proposed 

budget estimates for fiscal year 1984 
for transportation related programs. 

1224 Dirksen Building 

APRIL27 
10:00 a.m. 

Appropriations 
Transportation and Related Agencies Sub

committee 
To continue hearings on proposed 

budget estimates for fiscal year 1984 
for transportation related programs. 

1114 Dirksen Building 

Veterans' Affairs 
To hold oversight hearings to review ad

verse health effects from exposure to 
radiation, and other related matters. 

412 Russell Building 
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APRIL 28 

10:00 a.m. 
Appropriations 
Rud-Independent Agencies Subcommittee 

To hold hearings on proposed budget es
timates for fiscal year 1984 for the 
Federal Emergency Management 
Agency, and the Neighborhood Rein
vestment Corporation. 

1224 Dirksen Building 

MAYS 
10:00 a.m. 

Appropriations 
Rud-Independent Agencies Subcommittee 

To hold hearings on proposed budget es
timates for fiscal year 1984 for the 
Office of Revenue Sharing <New York 
City loan program), Federal Home 
Loan Bank Board, and the National 
Credit Union Administration. 

1224 Dirksen Building 

MAY12 
10:00 a.m. 

Appropriations 
Rud-Independent Agencies Subcommittee 

To hold hearings on proposed budget es
timates for fiscal year 1984 for the De
partment of Housing and Urban De
velopment. 

1224 Dirksen Building 

MAY18 
10:00 a.m. 

Veterans' Affairs 
To hold oversight hearings to review ad

verse health effects from exposure to 
agent orange, and other related mat
ters. 

412 Russell Building 

MAY23 
10:00 a.m. 

Appropriations 
Rud-Independent Agencies Subcommittee 

To hold hearings on proposed budget es
timates for fiscal year 1984 for certain 
programs under the subcommittee's 
jurisdiction. 

1224 Dirksen Building 

MAY24 
10:00 a.m. 

Appropriations 
HUD-Independent Agencies Subcommit

tee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es

timates for fiscal year 1984 for certain 
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programs under the subcommittee's 
jurisdiction. 

1224 Dirksen Building 

JUNES 
10:00 a.m. 

Veterans' Affairs 
To hold hearings on proposed legislation 

providing for certain veterans' com
pensation. 

412 Russell Building 

JUNE 22 
10:00 a.m. 

Veterans' Affairs , 
To hold oversight hearings on certain 

health care services for veterans. 
412 Russell Building 

JUNE 29 
10:00 a.m. 

Veterans' Affairs 
Business meeting, to consider proposed 

legislation providing for certain veter
ans' compensation. 

412 Russell Building 

JULY 13 
10:00 a.m. 

Veterans' Affairs 
To hold oversight hearings to review 

certain health care and other services 
provided Vietnam veterans. 

412 Russell Building 

JULY 20 
10:00 a.m. 

Veterans' Affairs 
To hold oversight hearings on the role 

of management in implementing auto
mated data processing systems at mul
tiple VA hospital sites. 

412 Russell Building 

CANCELLATION 

FEBRUARY3 
2:00 p.m. 

Foreign Relations 
To hold hearings on the Lebanon situa

tion and proposed U.S. assistance. 
4221 Russell Building 
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