9818

The House met at 11 a.m.
Rabbi Seymour Rosenbloom, Con-

gregation Adath Jeshurun, Elkins
Park, PA, offered the following
prayer:

Almighty God, in whose image each
human being is created, and before
whom individuals and nations stand
accountable for their deeds, we give
thanks for the innumerable “kind-
nesses which countless times Thou
hast showered upon our ancestors and
upon ourselves,” among them most es-
pecially, the privilege of being an
American.

Gathered in this Chamber, we ask
Thy guidance for the Members of the
House of Representatives, chosen by
the people to protect through the rule
of law the inalienable rights of “life,
liberty, and the pursuit of happiness”
with which Thou hast endowed each
one of us.

Through their deliberations, may we
continue to build a society in which
the words of the Prophet will find
their continuing fulfillment, a society
in which “justice [shalll well up as
waters, and righteousness as a mighty
stream.” Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER. The Chair has ex-
amined the Journal of the last day's
proceedings and announces to the
House his approval thereof.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the
Journal stands approved.

Mr. BLAZ. Mr. Speaker, pursuant to
clause 1, rule I, I demand a vote on
agreeing to the Speaker’s approval of
the Journal.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the Chair’s approval of the Journal.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. BLAZ, Mr. Speaker, I object to
the vote on the ground that a quorum
is not present and make the point of
order that a quorum is not present.

The SPEAKER. Evidently, a
quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify
absent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic
device, and there were—yeas 259, nays

136, not voting 36, as follows:
[Roll No. 971
YEAS—259
Ackerman Andrews Applegate
Akaka Annunzio Archer
Alexander Anthony Atkins

AuCoin

Grant

Gray (IL) Owens (UT)
Gray (PA) Packard
Green Panetta
Guarini Patterson
Gunderson Pease

Hall (OH) Pelosi

Hall (TX) Penny
Hamilton Pepper
Hammerschmidt Perkins
Harris Petri
Hatcher Pickett
Hayes (IL) Pickle
Hefner Price
Hertel Rahall
Hochbrueckner Rangel
Houghton Ravenel
Hoyer Regula
Hubbard Richardson
Huckaby Rinaldo
Hughes Ritter
Hutto Robinson
Jeffords Rodino
Jenkins Roe
Johnson (CT)  Rose
Johnson (SD)  Rostenkowski
Jones (NC) Rowland (GA)
Jones (TN) Roybal
Jontz Russo
Kanjorski Sabo
Kaptur Bavage
Kasich Sawyer
Kastenmeier Scheuer
Kennedy Schneider
Eennelly Schulze
Kildee Sharp
Kolter Shaw
Kostmayer Shumway
LaFalce Shuster
Lancaster Sisisky
Lantos Skaggs
Leath (TX) Skelton
Lehman (CA)  Slattery
Lehman (FL) Slaughter (NY)
Leland Slaughter (VA)
Lent Smith (FL)
Levin (MI) Smith (IA)
Levine (CA) Smith (NE)
Lewis (GA) Smith (NJ)
Lipinski Solarz
Lowry (WA) Spence
Luken, Thomas Spratt
Manton Staggers
Markey Stallings
Marlenee Stark
Martin (NY) Stratton
Matsui Studds
Mavroules Sweeney
Mazzoli Bwift
MeCurdy Synar
McEwen Tallon
McHugh Tauzin
McMillen (MD) Taylor
Mfume Thomas (GA)
Miller (CA) Torres
Miller (WA) Torricelli
Mineta Towns
Moakley Traficant
Mollohan Traxler
Montgomery Valentine
Morrison (CT) Vento
Mrazek Visclosky
Murtha Volkmer
Myers ‘Walgren
Nagle Watkins
Natcher Waxman
Neal Weiss
Nelson Whitten
Nichols Wise
Nowak Wortley
Oakar Wyden
Oberstar Wylie
Obey Yatron
Olin

Ortiz
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NAYS—136
Armey Hansen Pursell
Aspin geﬁey Quillen
enry Rhodes
e Herger Ridge
Ball Hiler Roberts
snger Holloway Rogers
Barton Hopkins Roth
Beilenson Hyde Roukema
Bentley Ireland Rowland (CT)
Bereuter Jacobs Salki
Bilirakis Kolbe Saxton
Bliley Eonnyu Schaefer
Boehlert Kyl Schroeder
Broomfield Lagomarsino Schuette
Brown (CO) Latta Sensenbrenner
Buechner Leach (IA) Shays
Bunning Lewis (CA) Sikorski
Burton Lewis (FL) Skeen
Chandler Lightfoot Smith (TX)
Cheney Livingston Smith, Denny
Clay Lloyd (OR)
Coats Lott Smith, Robert
Coble Lowery (CA) )
Coleman (MO) Lujan Smith, Robert
Coughlin Lukens, Donald (OR)
Courter Lungren Snowe
Craig Mack Solomon
Crane Madigan Stangeland
Dannemeyer Martin (IL) Stenholm
Davis (IL) McCandless Stump
DeLay McCollum Sundquist
DeWine McCrery Swindall
Dickinson McDade Tauke
DioGuardi McGrath Thomas (CA)
Dornan (CA) McMillan (NC) Upton
Dreler Meyers Vander Jagt
Edwards (OK)  Michel Vucanovich
Emerson Molinari Walker
Fawell Moorhead Weber
Fields Morella Weldon
Frenzel Morrison (WA) Wheat
Gallegly Murphy Whittaker
Gallo Nielson Wolf
Gekas Oxley Yates
Gingrich Parris Young (AK)
Goodling Pashayan Young (FL)
Grandy Porter
NOT VOTING—36
Anderson Gregg Mica
Berman Hastert Miller (OH)
Biaggi Hawkins Moody
Boulter Hayes (LA) Owens (NY)
Chappell Horton Ray
Clinger Hunter Schumer
Daub Inhofe 8t Germain
Duncan Kemp Stokes
Kleczka Udall
Dyson MacKay Willlams
Foglletta Martinez Wilson
Glickman McCloskey Wolpe
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So the Journal was approved.

The result of the vote was an-
nounced as recorded.

WELCOME TO RABBI SEYMOUR
ROSENBLOOM

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

Mr. COUGHLIN. Mr. Speaker, it is
truly an honor to welcome to the

O This symbol represents the time of day during the House proceedings, e.g., O 1407 is 2:07 p.m.
Matter set in this typeface indicates words inserted or appended, rather than spoken, by a Member of the House on the floor.
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House of Representatives today Rabbi
Seymour Rosenbloom of Congregation
Adath Jeshurun in Elkins Park, PA,
which is in the Commonwealth’s 13th
Congressional District.

Rabbi Rosenbloom attended the
University of Rochester and the
Jewish Theological Seminary of Amer-
ica. He, his wife Beth, and their three
sons are residents of Elkins Park.

Later this year, Rabbi Rosenbloom
will observe the 10th anniversary of
his leadership at Adath Jeshurun.
During his tenure there Rabbi Ro-
senbloom has distinguished himself in
his service to “A.J.” and to the com-
munity at large. His congregation,
which was founded over 130 years ago
and now includes some 1,200 families,
will be celebrating the 10th anniversa-
ry of his spiritual guidance later this
year.

Mr. Speaker, this is a particularly
special time for Rabbi Rosenbloom to
address the House. First, several dozen
members of the congregation are here
today to observe the Congress in
action and to discuss with Members of
Congress the current plight of Soviet
Jewry. I know they feel a great sense
of pride in seeing their rabbi before
the House today.

In addition, Rabbi Rosenbloom has
just returned from a trip to the Soviet
Union, where he, Adath Jeshurun
President Arnold Hoffman, and their
wives spent 10 days. This group trav-
eled to Leningrad and Moscow and
met with a number of refuseniks, in-
cluding A.J. adoptees Yuli Koshar-
ovsky and Julian Khassin and their
families. They saw firsthand the trag-
edy that befalls those in the Soviet
Union who wish to worship freely,
study their history and traditions, and
pursue their rights to emigrate freely.

I make reference to the rabbi’s visit
because today, by contrast, he stands
before one of the greatest institutions
that democracy has ever known. The
differences between his environment
last week and the one in which he
finds himself today could hardly be
more dramatic. In one, free speech is
suppressed, free worship is a farce,
and basic rights are meted out arbi-
trarily by the State. In the other, sym-
bolized most profoundly by this very
Chamber, the free exchange of ideas is
not only allowed, but encouraged. All
are free to travel or worship as they
see fit.

Mr, Speaker, we are grateful for the
spirituality, the wisdom, and the
moral leadership that Rabbi Rosen-
bloom shares with us today. As his
words echo in this Chamber, let us re-
member also that there are indeed
many who are not so fortunate, who
long to express themselves freely and
whose basic rights are not secured.
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PERMISSION FOR SUBCOMMIT-
TEE ON CRIMINAL JUSTICE OF
COMMITTEE ON JUDICIARY TO
SIT DURING THE 5-MINUTE
RULE TODAY

Mr. BRYANT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Subcom-
mittee on Criminal Justice of the
Committee on the Judiciary be permit-
ted to sit while the House is reading
for amendment under the 5-minute
rule on Wednesday, May 4, 1988.

The purpose of the permission re-
quest is to sit so the subcommittee
may meet on matters relating to the
investigation of the impeachment of
Judge Alcee Hastings.

This matter has been cleared with
the minority.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr,
HuesarDp). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Texas?

There was no objection.

PERMISSION FOR SUBCOMMIT-
TEE ON TRANSPORTATION,
TOURISM AND HAZARDOUS
MATERIALS OF COMMITTEE
ON ENERGY AND COMMERCE
TO SIT TODAY DURING 5-
MINUTE RULE

Mr. THOMAS A. LUKEN. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
the Subcommittee on Transportation,
Tourism and Hazardous Materials of
the Committee on Energy and Com-
merce be permitted to sit today, May
4, 1988, while the House is reading for
amendment under the 5-minute rule,
to consider cigarette labeling and
other matters.

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

There was no objection.

ASTROLOGERS SAY TODAY IS
GOOD DAY TO PASS PLANT
CLOSING LEGISLATION

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

Mr. SCHEUER. Mr. Speaker, I have
been in constant touch with my board
of astrologers who guide my every act
and they tell after consulting the stars
that there is no good day in the life of
any man to be fired, and that the act
of being fired is a traumatic act. It is a
source of great unhappiness, of
trauma, of depression, of isolation.
But they also told me after consulting
the stars that there is a good day that
comes maybe 60 days before that act
of being fired, when a man could be
given notice of a plant closing so that
he could make plans for his future life
and avoid buying a house or a car that
would saddle him with large payments
of all kinds.
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Our neighbors in Canada, in Germa-
ny, and in Japan, follow this practice,

The big three automakers and many
members of the Fortune 500 follow
this practice.

There is no good day in the stars, so
my astrologers tell me, for a decision-
maker on a national level to make it
impossible for workers to get this 60-
day notice. They say there is no good
day to veto such a compassionate and
humanitarian move by the Congress.

Mr. Speaker, I hope that our Presi-
dent, who is a man of compassion and
decency, will empathize a little bit
with the plight of workers who get
that pink slip, and go through the
trauma of reorganizing their lives. I
hope that our President will reassess
his position on the trade bill and avoid
vetoing that measure.

FEDERAL AGENCIES IMPLEMENT
EXECUTIVE ORDER FOR DRUG
TESTING PROGRAM FOR FED-
ERAL EMPLOYEES

(Mr. BARTON of Texas asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speak-
er, I rise to commend the 42 Federal
agencies who submitted plans to Con-
gress yesterday outlining their propos-
als to test Federal employees in sensi-
tive positions for illegal drug use. This
action brings us closer to fully imple-
menting the Executive order issued by
President Reagan in September 1986,
which calls for drug testing of Federal
agencies. An important step in fight-
ing the war on drugs is to set the ex-
ample by taking measures to eliminate
substance abuse in the Federal work-
place.

Under the plans submitted yesterday
to the Congress, 345,000 American
Federal employees will be tested.
There is an adequate 60-day notifica-
tion and 30-day notification period for
employees subject to testing. There
are adequate safeguards to prevent
false positive results. There are also
adequate safeguards against switching
or substituting urine samples used to
conduct the drug test itself.

As we are all aware, the problems
and violence associated with illegal
drugs negatively affect all facets of
life in America. As representatives of
the American people, we should do all
we can legislatively and personally to
combat the drug dealers in our society.

The action taken by our President in
waging an all-out effort against drugs
needs our uncompromising support.
The war on drugs is just that, a real
war. We need to fight it on every front
and we need to fight it to win. Drug
testing is only one weapon in that war,
but it is a very important one.
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TODAY’S FAMILIES NEED
FAMILY AND MEDICAL LEAVE

(Mr. CLAY asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Speaker, this week-
end families across America will be
celebrating Mother's Day. As we pay
homage to the women who hold our
families together, I urge the Congress
to take action in support of the chang-
ing role and needs of mothers.

Today’s mother is not just a home-
maker. She is also a paid wage earner
outside of the home. As a working
woman, she has to juggle the dual re-
sponsibilities of working and raising a
family.

With 82 percent of working women
of childbearing age, women are in-
creasingly being faced with the need
for a short period of leave in order to
have children or when serious illnesses
strike their families.

Despite their increased role in the
work force, only 40 percent of all
working women have the right to take
leave for the care of newborn children
and have their jobs protected. All
women need and deserve a minimum
period of job-protected leave. The
Family and Medical Leave Act pro-
vides that right. As we have seen in
other areas—from minimum wages to
civil rights, only through Federal leg-
islation will all workers be afforded a
basic level of job protection. It is time
this country joined the rest of the in-
dustrialized world and provided some
real assistance to the working mem-
bers of today's families. I urge this
body to supplement our rhetoric in
support of the family with some con-
crete action. It is time that all workers
have a right to family and medical
leave.

A BOOK PUBLISHER'S TEASER

(Mr. DAVIS of Illinois asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker,
the press of this Nation is once again
being used by book publishers to help
sell copies of “kiss-and-tell” books
written by apparent bitter or vindic-
tive former employees of the White
House and of the Government.

A reporter for a national newspaper
stopped me yesterday and posed the
question, “What seems to be the reac-
tion of the Congress to the book teaser
recently published about the Presi-
dent and Mrs. Reagan consulting or
talking with astrologers?”

My reply was that I would bet the
farm that every Member of Congress
and their families read their horo-
scopes in the Morning Post, the Trib-
une, the Dispatch, the Telegraph, or
the Times or the Herald News, along
with their morning coffee, and many
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of the members of their families have
probably consulted fortune tellers or
astrologers during their lifetime, that
I doubt if any of those members of
their families have rested any deci-
sions of import on those readings or
visits, just as it is patently ridiculous
to believe the President or the First
Lady would rest any Government or
life decisions of import on such read-
ings. We all get a kick out of them. We
all like them, we all halfway believe
them and would like to see the magic
of it come true, but it is just patently
ridiculous that once again we look at
America and it has been suckered by a
wily book publisher and a disgruntled
former Government employee who
will reap fortunes from this free pub-
licity of just a ridiculous story.

HONOR MOM WITH POLICY

(Mrs. SCHROEDER asked and was
given permission to address the House
1 minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker,
Mother’s Day only comes once a year,
the other 364 days of the year moth-
ers go on being mothers but nobody
seems to notice. Least of all Congress.

Women's lives have changed dra-
matically over the last 30 years. Since
1950, the number of women who have
entered the work force has tripled.
Today, almost 19 million mothers with
children under 18 are in the work
force; and over 70 percent of these
mothers work full time.

Mothers today are involved in a deli-
cate balancing act to protect their

families economic security. They
juggle caring for their families and
working to support them.

But in America, a woman can still
get fired for becoming a mother.

Mothers need more than praise,
they need policy. The Family and
Medical Leave Act is ready to be
brought to the House floor for a vote.
The bill provides a modest protection
for mothers, fathers and their fami-
lies. It guarantees an unpaid job pro-
tected leave for the birth, adoption or
serious illness of a child or parent.

Let this Mother's Day be the time
we close the gap between family rheto-
ric and family policy. We have made
enough promises to families in Amer-
ica; now its time to do something that
will help.

0O 1140

NATIONAL NURSING HOME
WEEK

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

Mr. BILIRAKIS. Mr. Speaker, the
Bear Creek Nursing Center of Hudson,
FL, which is in my district, recently in-
vited me to participate in their obser-

May 4, 1988

vation of ‘“National Nursing Home
Week"—May 8-May 14.

For those who may not know, “Na-
tional Nursing Home Week” is an
annual observance designated,
through Presidential message, to com-
mence on Mother's Day each year.
Mother’s Day is certainly an appropri-
ate time, but it should be our responsi-
bility to think about the millions of el-
derly confined to nursing homes
throughout the year as well.

The people who live in our more
than 19,000 nursing homes are more
than our mothers, aunts, and fathers.
The nursing home residents of today
are unique individuals who have given
us much through their contributions
to our personal lives and our society.

It is not enough, Mr. Speaker, to
visit them once or twice a year on
Mother’s Day or birthdays. I would,
therefore, like to take a moment to
ask that we take the time to mark the
week’s events with a gesture of our
own. Let us each visit a nursing home!
Even if it’s only a 15-minute visit with
a nursing home resident, we will be
the better for it, for, through our visit,
we are sure to gain the benefit of
many years of wisdom and experience,
and true love at its best.

MR. PRESIDENT, SIGN THE
TRADE BILL

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

Mr. PENNY. Mr. President, sign the
trade bill. It represents good policy. It
gives you the authority you need to
continue multilateral trade talks. It
has been stripped of protectionist fea-
tures. It strengthens our ability to
eliminate the unfair trade practices
used by our competitors. It has provi-
sions which are supported by most ag-
ricultural groups. It provides a reason-
able plant closing notice to workers
and communities.

Mr. President, do not shut the door
on a well-crafted bipartisan bill which
has been over 2 years in the making.

Mr. President, do not shut the plant
gates on American workers. Sign the
trade bill.

MINIMUM WAGE LEGISLATION

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

Mr. LIGHTFOOT. Mr. Speaker, I
am pleased to include in the CoNGRES-
sIONAL RECORD the results of a mini-
mum wage legislation survey taken of
small business owners in my congres-
sional district. I appreciate having
their input since H.R. 1834 is expected
to come before the full House for con-
sideration in the near future.
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Forty-six percent of those polled be-
lieve that the minimum wage should
be kept at its present level of $3.35.
Only 25 percent agreed the minimum
wage should be increased above $4.25.

I was interested to see the results re-
garding my question of typing the
minimum wage to an index for infla-
tion purposes. Eighty-five percent
strongly disapprove of this action,
whereas only 14 percent approve of
tying the minimum wage to an index.

My constituents, however, approved
of legislation which would increase the
earned income tax credit [EITC] by
increasing the amount for each de-
pendent child. Sixty-six percent agree
with legislation to increase the EITC,
and 7 percent favored an even higher
credit. Twenty-three percent did not
favor an increase and 4 percent did not
respond.

Another survey question examined
expanding employment training at the
Federal level. The results did not sur-
prise me since 49 percent of those sur-
veyed feel training is a private sector
responsibility and should not use Fed-
eral expenditures. Thirty-eight per-
cent felt some type of cooperative
agreement using Federal and private
funding for training purposes should
be examined.

Finally, of those surveyed, T1 per-
cent agreed that a youth subminimum
wage should be established since it en-
ables teens to obtain a first job at a
time when they do not have the re-
sponsibility of raising a family.

Mr. Speaker, the results of my
survey have given me great insight
concerning how a portion of the small
businesses in the Fifth Congressional
District of Iowa feel minimum wage
legislation will impact their businesses
and ultimately the consumer. Passage
of a $4.65-per-hour minimum wage
bill, will have a significant job loss
impact in my congressional district.

My rural congressional district is
particularly vulnerable to any further
loss of employment opportunities. I
was dismayed by the results of a study
done by a University of Chicago econo-
mist who projected a loss of 1,302 jobs
in my district by 1991.

I would like to include in the RECORD
the results of employment losses in
the Fifth Congressional District if a
39-percent minimum wage increase
($4.65) is passed by Congress.

PROJECTED EMPLOYMENT LoOSS IN SELECTED

CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICTS DUE TO PASSAGE

oF MiNiMUM WAGE LEGISLATION

State of Iowa: District five

Job losses
1989 585
1990 956
1991 1,302
1992 2,148
1993 2,318
1994 2,483
1995 2,638
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PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE
ON PUBLIC WORKS AND
TRANSPORTATION TO  SIT
DURING THE 5-MINUTE RULE
ON THURSDAY, MAY 5, 1988

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Commit-
tee on Public Works and Transporta-
tion be permitted to sit during the 5-
minute rule on Thursday, May 5, 1988.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HussaArD). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Califor-
nia?

There was no objection.

LEGISLATION TO GET OUR
COUNTRY BACK ON TRACK

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

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, the
Reagan revolution has become the
BusH burden and Mr. BusH knows it.
Ronald Reagan'’s program, voodoo eco-
nomics, was coined by the Vice Presi-
dent. How right he was. We know have
a $300-billion defense budget, with
MZX missiles that cannot fly straight,
and B-1 bombers that get shot down
by pelicans. We have a $2.5 trillion
debt and the only program that
Ronald Reagan offered that made
sense, the investment tax credit, has
been thrown out and he has aban-
doned it himself. Shamel!

I believe we should reinstate the in-
vestment tax credit program, the ac-
celerated cost recovery program, but
reinstitute it for the purchase of
American-made goods only. There
should be no incentive for money to go
overseas in the purchase of foreign
products.

My bill, H.R. 943, would do that.

Mr. BusH, and Mr. Reagan, you have
passed on both voodoo economics and
a burden. Maybe it is time now for
your attempt to salvage some of this
Presidency and put our country back
on track.

The 510-KNOT PELICAN

(Mr. DORNAN of California asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute and to revise
and extend his remarks.)

Mr. DORNAN of California. Mr.
Speaker, I love this guy from Ohio,
Senior TRAFICANT. I love this guy. I
checked his astrological chart this
morning and the moons are in the sev-
enth house, and Jupiter is aligned
with Mars. That is why he was 90 per-
cent on. I do not care what he talks
about in this well, but please I warn
him to leave the B-1 Avenger alone.
That American pelican that hit an
Ellsworth AFB B-1 weighed about 10
pounds. If a pelican hits the wind-
shield of your car at 55 miles per hour
it would certainly get your attention.

9821

Well that B-1 was going about 500
knots. That cannon ball, that is, the
10-pound pelican, was then closing at
500 knots, and since it was coming at
the plane at about 10 miles an hour
that means the closing speed the
cannon ball American pelican was 510
knots, It hit the aircraft just above the
engine intake at the only vulnerable
spot. The Air Force has already cor-
rected that problem and the pilots are
becoming even more proficient at the
four operational B-1 bases.

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

Mr. DORNAN of California. I yield
to the gentleman from Ohio.

Mr. TRAFICANT. My God, if a peli-
can can do it, what would some of the
weapons on the other side do? With all
this money, I think we are wasting it.
‘We should put it into America and we
would be stronger without missiles and
be a better country for it.

Mr. DORNAN of California. Mr.
Speaker, reclaiming my time, I extend
to the gentleman from Ohio [Mr.
TRAFICANT] an invitation to fly on that
aircraft, as your colleagues from
North Dakota and from South Dakota
have done and I know the gentleman
will be impressed as I have been.

FAMILY AND MEDICAL LEAVE
ACT

(Mr. LEVIN of Michigan asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. LEVIN of Michigan. Mr. Speak-
er, I am sorry to change the subject
after that enlightened discussion but I
must and I want to talk about the
Family and Medical Leave Act.

Mothers of very young children are
the fastest-growing segment of the
work force. Mr. Speaker, 9 million
women with children under the age of
6 are now working. We know the ma-
jority of them are there by necessity.
What are we doing as a nation to
foster the well-being of our families in
this case of our working parents and
their children? We are beginning to
move toward a national policy on
unpaid family leave for parents to care
for a newborn child.

It is gratifying that the present bill
enjoys strong bipartisan support. Each
aspect, the size of the business, the
number of unpaid weeks of leave, and
the length of prior employment repre-
sents a measured response to the
family leave issue.

In the family leave bill we are
moving to setting a policy to strength-
en the earliest connections between a
parent and his or her child. Many
other nations have such a policy,
many of them far more extensive than
the one we are proposing to under-
take. It is time that we undertake our
own and by the way nothing disrupts a
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family more than sudden unemploy-
ment, and we ask that the President
get in step with the people of this
Nation on that issue.

IN SUPPORT OF HOUSE
RESOLUTION 438

(Mr. YOUNG of Alaska asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker,
I rise today in strong support of House
Resolution 438. This resolution cor-
rects a grave injustice to the State of
Alaska, by removing the language in
H.R. 3, the omnibus trade bill, which
would have restricted the ability of
Alaska to build the same type of
energy refining infrastructure that
the rest of the Nation enjoys. This
correction removes what was almost
certainly an unconstitutional prefer-
ence of one port over another. This
was flawed policy at the outset, and I
am extremely pleased that the leader-
ship of this body has seen fit to cor-
rect this injustice at this time. It also
takes an important step toward re-
turning the trade bill to its objective
of promoting U.S. exports and devel-
oping U.S. industry and American
jobs.

Placing new restrictions on Alaskan
oil exports, particularly on refined
products, is the equivalent of prevent-
ing the auto industry, in Michigan,
from exporting automobiles, or pro-
hibiting loggers, from Washington
State, from exporting lumber. How
any Member of this body could have
supported such a proposal in a trade
bill is beyond me. This resolution re-
turns to the people of Alaska, their
constitutional right to the fruits of
their labor,

It is high time that this body recog-
nize that we as a nation can no longer
afford to restrict the export of natural
resources to the most efficient market.
A limited export capability can, and
will, promote additional domestic pro-
duction by offering the opportunity
for additional profits. This type of
trade flexibility is exactly what H.R. 3
was designed to promote—an increase
of America’s competitiveness within
the world market.

I urge this body to adopt this resolu-
tion in the most expeditious manner
possible.

WORKER RIGHTS IN POLAND

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

Mr. PEASE. Mr. Speaker, once in
awhile, governments do get second
chances to correct mistakes in policy.
Such a moment has now arrived again
for President Reagan and for General
Jaruzelski.
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President Reagan was right in 1981
to cutoff trade benefits and credit
privileges when Solidarity, the first in-
dependent trade unions movement to
emerge in Eastern Europe, was
crushed under the iron fist of martial
law. But the President was wrong
when he quietly restored most-fa-
vored-nation status for Poland last
year without receiving guarantees
from the Government of Poland to re-
spect the rights and independence of
Solidarity. Mr. President, now you
have a fresh opportunity to speak up
for Solidarity. The continuation of
MFN status for Poland should be
made explicitly contingent upon the
Jaruzelski regime recognizing the le-
gitimacy of Solidarity and engaging its
leaders in a new and lasting dialog
about how to set Poland on a viable
political and economic course for the
future.

Hopefully, General Jaruzelski will
conclude that recognizing Solidarity
need not threaten the survival of the
Government of Poland. Polish workers
are seeking a genuine voice in their
economic future. They can be brought
into policymaking councils. But first
their right to belong to a respected in-
dependent trade union movement
must be accepted.

A GRATUITOUS SLAP AT A U.S.
FRIEND

(Mr. DREIER of California asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute and to revise
and extend his remarks.)

Mr. DREIER of California. Mr.
Speaker, an amendment on the securi-
ty of sensitive United States technolo-
gy in Pakistan may be offered this
afternoon to the defense authorization
bill. I oppose this ill-advised amend-
ment and call on my colleague to with-
draw it.

This amendment calls into question
Pakistan’s ability and willingness to
safeguard sensitive United States tech-
nology and information. Mr. Speaker,
there is no sound evidence to suggest
that Pakistan has failed to live up to
its commitment to the United States
under a 1982 general security of mili-
tary information agreement. CRS re-
ported that “an exhaustive search has
turned up only one specific source on
the possible compromise of U.S. de-
fense technology, allegedly as a quid
pro quo for Chinese nuclear aid.” This
single, unverified report comes from
the Indian Statesman. I suggest, Mr.
Speaker, that an Indian newspaper is
not the most reliable or unbiased
source of information about Pakistan’s
activities in any field.

While I share the concern about the
threat posed to United States and
allied forces by the compromise of sen-
sitive technology, this amendment
seems more concerned with making a
public slap at Pakistan—a United
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States friend and ally—than with deal-
ing with that threat. I call on my col-
league to withdraw this biased and ill-
conceived amendment.

0O 1155

PRESIDENT SHOULD SIGN
TRADE BILL

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

Mr. NAGLE. Mr. Speaker, I take the
floor this morning for the first time
during 1-minute speeches to raise one
question I think is legitimate and
needs to be revisited. That is the Presi-
dent’s pronounced intention to veto
the trade bill principally on the basis
of the plant-closing legislation.

Prior to the President vetoing that
trade bill, I think it is necessary to
make absolutely crystal clear the mes-
sage he is sending to the country. He
is saying the wealth of a few, the right
to leave communities is more impor-
tant than the very community whose
fabric they would wreck by their de-
parture. He is saying those who wear
white collars and ties and work in the
main offices, they have no right even
for 60 days to prepare for their future.
He is saying to workers across the
country the same: they have no right.

This administration has often been
accused of representing simply a few
to the detriment of many. Nothing
would more crystallize and epitomize
the legacy of that administration than
to veto this trade bill.

For that express reason, I urge the
President to reconsider.

SR-T71 VITAL TO NATIONAL
SECURITY

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

Mr. HERGER. Mr. Speaker, I have
recently been involved in an effort to
reverse an Air Force proposal to phase
out the SR-T71 Blackbird Strategic Re-
connaissance Program. The SR-T1 is
the highest and fastest flying aircraft
in the world and is vitally important
to our intelligence gathering capabili-
ties. Its usefulness remains undisputed
among intelligence circles, and the Air
Force decision caught many of us by
surprise.

On Monday in the Washington Post,
columnists Evans and Novak detailed
the importance of the aircraft in these
days of arms control treaties and crisis
situations in the Persian Gulf and
Elsewhere.

They pointed out that the Air Force
decision to axe the program may have
had more to do with interservice rival-
ries and parochial views on the proper
rule of the Air Force than of any care-



May 4, 1988

ful consideration of the possible
impact on our national security.

I view this as an unfortunate devel-
opment and would urge my colleagues
to support the SR-71 Reconnaissance
Aircraft Program.

SSC SHOULD BE AMONG TOP
SCIENTIFIC PRIORITIES

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

Mr. VALENTINE. Mr. Speaker, two
House committees are currently con-
sidering the fiscal year 1989 authoriza-
tion and appropriation for the pro-
posed superconducting super collider.

While we have a number of impor-
tant scientific programs to consider, I
believe that the SSC should be among
our top scientific priorities. The SSC
could revolutionize not only the study
of high energy physics but our basic
understanding of the world in which
we live.

Funding a project of this magnitude
involves difficult decisions. The United
States can do it, and I hope that we
can find a way to build the SSC with-
out damaging other, equally vital, sci-
entific efforts.

The United States has achieved
world scientific leadership by seizing
great opportunities, even when large
obstacles stood in our path. The SSC
represents another such opportunity.
It offers a chance for revolutionary
advances in medicine, transportation,
computers, electronics, and countless
other fields.

We cannot know exactly what bene-
fits the SSC will produce. We never do
with fundamental scientific research.
But we know that the entire world will
benefit.

I urge my colleagues to give careful
consideration to this unprecedented
scientific initiative. The SSC will be
constructed; it should be in the United
States.

MOTHER'S DAY ISSUE: FAMILY
AND MEDICAL LEAVE

(Mrs. ROUKEEMA asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Mrs. ROUKEMA. Mr. Speaker, with
Mother’s Day just a few short days
away, I think it is only appropriate to
bring the focus of the House to bear
on a bedrock family issue: family and
medical leave.

Families are increasingly strained by
the competing demand of jobs and
caring for family members. Two-thirds
of women hold jobs outside the home.
While some are on career paths, the
largest single motivating factor driving
women into the work force today is
economic pressure. It now takes the
paychecks of two workers to maintain
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the same standard of living that one
salary sustained a short 15 years ago.
Today's working families are not get-
ting rich! They are getting by!

Add to this mixture the rapid in-
crease in our elderly population and
you have a compelling case for a
policy to guarantee that employees
who must take leaves of absence be-
cause of child birth, a serious illness or
serious illness among family members
will not be fired and will have their
jobs remain open. Employment securi-
ty for both breadwinners is more cru-
cial than ever.

The Roukema-Clay bipartisan
family leave compromise is a workable
policy completely consistent with es-
tablished labor standards which gave
us protections as child labor laws, anti-
sweatshop codes and the 40-hour work
week. Let's vote on family leave. It's a
bedrock family issue.

THE FAMILY AND MEDICAL
LEAVE ACT

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

Mr. MINETA. Mr. Speaker, on May
8, we will celebrate Mother’'s Day.
Mothers certainly do deserve our rec-
ognition. They also deserve our under-
standing that the family structure in
this country is changing.

Today, 60 percent of mothers with
children under 5 years old are in the
work force. And, this figure promises
to rise. There are more single parent
families than ever before; and in an
ever increasing percentage of two-
parent families, both parents work.

The Congress has a responsibility to
be sensitive to these changes. We now
have the opportunity to institute and
expand on excellent pro-family poli-
cies by supporting the Family and
Medical Leave Act compromise. It is
time for us to recognize and address
the changes in the family structure.
We need to follow through with a
family policy that allows the new tra-
ditional family to regain its strength
as a nucleus for our communities.

WASHINGTON POST OTA ARTI-
CLE MISLEADING AND INACCU-
RATE

(Mr. KEYL asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks and include extraneous
matter.)

Mr. KYL. Mr. Speaker, many of us
thought it more than coincidental
when selected portions of a new OTA
study were leaked to the press just a
week before we began debate on the
Defense authorization bill. It now
turns out that the story was hightly
misleading and inaccurate.
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I would like to submit for the
REecorD and quote from a letter sent to
Ben Bradlee, editor of the Washington
Post, by the Director of OTA, John
Gibbons, and the Director of SDIO,
Gen. James Abrahamson. They said in
part:

We take serious issue with the April 24
Washington Post story on the new OTA
study of the Strategic Defense Initiative.
The Post story offered an inaccurate and in-
complete picture of the OTA findings. We
regret the misleading characterization of
our positions in the April 24 Post story, and
look forward to a fuller, more accurate, and
more productive airing of these issues when
the OTA report is published.

Mr. Speaker, in view of this correc-
tion, I hope our debate today on SDI
will not include reference to the OTA
report which none of us have read and
which has been inaccurately reported
in the press.

May 2, 1988,
Mr. BENJAMIN C. BRADLEE,
Executive Editor, The Washington Post,
Washington, DC.

Dear MR. BRADLEE: As the Directors of the
U.S. Congress' Office of Technology Assess-
ment (OTA) and the Defense Department's
Strategic Defense Initiative Organization
(8DIO), we take serious issue with the April
24 Washington Post story on the new OTA
study of the Strategic Defense Initiative.

The Post story offered an inaccurate and
incomplete picture of the OTA findings.
The OTA study examines very complex
issues in considerable detail; any effort to
distill its contents into a few newspaper
column inches would have to result in over-
simplifications which, while regrettable, are
understandable, However, in writing about
the OTA report before it is publicly avail-
able, the Post denied its readers the ability
to judge independently the accuracy or fair-
ness of its presentation.

The Post story failed to report important
areas of agreement between SDIO and
OTA, and misrepresented some areas of dis-
agreement. The headline and first para-
graph of the Post story offer a particularly
telling example of such misrepresentation.
SDIO and OTA disagree on the feasibility
of reliable, trustworthy software for a
future defense against ballistic missiles.
SDIO believes that such software can be de-
veloped; OTA is much more skeptical, and
contends that there would be a “significant
probability” of ‘“catastrophic failure” of a
ballistic missile defense system resulting
from a software error. Nowhere in its study,
however, does OTA conclude—as alleged by
the Post—that such a failure would be
“likely.” As any statistician knows, and as
the OTA report makes clear, “significant
probability” does not equate to likelihood.”

Technical experts can and will differ on
how rapidly we can generate and refine the
technologies needed for effective defenses
against ballistic missiles. SDIO finds many
of OTA’s conclusions in this regard to be
unduly pessimistic, whereas OTA considers
SDIO to be excessively optimistic. Both our
organizations, however, are firmly commit-
ted to informed, constructive discussion of
strategic defense issues. We regret the mis-
leading characterization of our positions in
the April 24 Post story, and look forward to
a fuller, more accurate, and more productive
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airing of these issues when the OTA report
is published.
Sincerely,
JAMES A. ABRAHAMSON,
Lieutenant General,
USAF, Director,
Strategic Defense
Initiative Organi-
zation.
JoHN H. GIBBONS,
Director, Office of
Technology Assess-
ment, US. Con-
gress.

PLANT-CLOSING NOTIFICATION
REPRESENTS EQUITY TO
WORKERS

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

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, as
the President takes pen in hand on
the trade bill, I hope he will ask him-
self one question: Does not a company
owe 60 days, at least, to an employee
of 10, 20, 30 years before shutting
down the plant and terminating his or
her job? The answer should be yes.
The plant-closing notification lan-
guage in the trade bill simply repre-
sents equity in the workplace. That
provision will allow workers a little
breathing space, time to avoid worsen-
ing their economic condition, avoid en-
tering into a home mortgage improve-
ment loan or a car loan that would in-
crease their burden of debt at a time
when, unknown to them, they are
about to lose their means of family
support.

That situation has occurred in my
district with the shutdown in the steel
industry and the consequential effects.
Many workers have said, “If I had
only known 20, 30, 60 days ahead, I
would not have gotten into that home
mortgage improvement loan. I would
not be in such severe economic
straits.”

Sign the bill, Mr. President. It is
equity in the workplace, and it is good
trade policy.

THE GOLDEN GOOSE DINNER

(Mrs. BENTLEY asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Mrs. BENTLEY. Mr. Speaker, we
have been reading—and being told by
allegedly friendly nations that we
must cut our deficit and, some say,
reduce our standard of living to solve
our problems. A solution they suggest
is that we tax the middle class—while
more of our companies are being sold
to foreign interests. According to the
Internal Revenue Service, those inter-
ests do not pay their fair share of the
taxes.

Now Professor Nakatani at Osaka
University states “the decline of U.S.
economic power is evident.” That, de-
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spite signs of more exports, “the
United States is still expected to
record a trade deficit of $150 billion.”
He goes on, that unless it changes
‘“the United States will not be able to
avoid economic structural reform—re-
cession—after 1989.”

Nakantani predicts an ominous
future for us and yet the Japanese
turn around and fight every effort we
make to open their markets in order to
help reduce the trade deficit. Since
ours is the world’s largest market, that
means they recognize we are the
golden goose that laid the golden
eggs—yet, they seem intent on eating
our golden eggs and the goose, too.
Don't they realize the recession they
predict and the continued fall of the
dollar will also be devastating to
them—in truth we may well be their
economic Vietnam.

0O 1205

INTRODUCTION OF LEGISLA-
TION TO REQUIRE THAT
INCOME PAID TO CORPORA-
TIONS BE REPORTED TO IRS

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

Mr. BARNARD. Mr. Speaker, the
100th Congress has devoted consider-
able thought and energy to reducing
our enormous Federal budget deficit.
Although some progress is being made,
clearly our search for new ways to in-
crease revenues and reduce costs must
continue into 1988 and beyond. I am
pleased to introduce today, on behalf
of myself and Congressman FRANK
GUARINI, an amendment to the Inter-
nal Revenue Code that has the poten-
tial to contribute several billion dol-
lars to our deficit reduction goal. My
bill will not only enhance IRS’ ability
to collect additional tax revenues but
will also make its enforcement of the
tax laws more equitable by requiring
third-party information reporting of
certain types of income paid to corpo-
rations.

Mr. Speaker, I am sure that you, as
well as most other taxpayers, are fa-
miliar with IRS’' Information Re-
turns/Document Matching Program
that involves the computer matching
of information documents filed by
third-party payors of income with the
income reported on tax returns. This
highly successful, cost-efficient pro-
gram for identifying unreported
income and tax return nonfilers pro-
duced additional tax assessments to-
taling about $3 billion in 1986 at a cost
of about $1 for every $19 found.

Despite these impressive results, the
full revenue-generating potential of
this program has not been developed.
Only those income tax returns filed by
individuals are subject to document
matching. Although corporations and
partnerships reported $715 billion, or
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more than twice the interest, dividend,
rental, royalty, and capital gain
income reported by individuals in
1983, this income is not subject to veri-
fication through the matching proc-
€ss.
A full-scale document matching pro-
gram for business taxpayers cannot be
initiated until information returns are
required to be filed for income paid to
corporations. Past Congresses have
looked to information reporting as an
equitable means for increasing reve-
nues. As you may recall, Mr. Speaker,
almost every major piece of tax legis-
lation passed in recent years has ex-
panded the information reporting re-
quirements. The Tax Reform Act of
1986, for example, added the informa-
tion reporting requirement for real
estate transactions. While most major
types of income paid to individuals,
partnerships, and sole proprietorships
are now reportable to IRS by third-
parties, income paid to corporations is
exempted, by statute or regulation,
from the reporting requirements.

This, however, was not always the
case., Before 1982, payors were re-
quired to file information returns for
interest and dividends earned by cor-
porations. When the Tax Equity and
Fiscal Responsibility Act of 1982 im-
posed mandatory withholding from in-
terest and dividends, payments to cor-
porations were exempted from both
the withholding and information re-
porting requirements. Although the
legislative history does not provide the
rationale for these corporate exemp-
tions, it is my understanding that, at
that time, there was a lack of evidence
that corporations were underreporting
a significant amount of income detect-
able through a document matching
program.

Recently, Mr. Speaker, IRS acknowl-
edged that the underreporting of
income by business taxpayers is of
great concern. While IRS has not con-
ducted the research necessary to de-
velop a statistically accurate estimate
of the scope of business underreport-
ing, it estimates that the Treasury is
losing over $1 billion annually through
corporate underreporting of just inter-
est and dividend income. While I be-
lieve that a revenue loss of this size
provides ample justification for a co-
porate Information Returns/Docu-
ment Matching Program, I am con-
vinced that the problem is even larger
than TRS has been willing to recog-
nize.

Earlier this year, the Government
Operations Subcommittee on Com-
merce, Consumer, and Monetary Af-
fairs, which I chair, conducted a com-
prehensive investigation of the feasi-
bility and revenue consequences of an

Information Returns/Document
Matching Program for business tax-
payers. The General Accounting

Office [GAO] assisted in the investiga-
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tion by selecting and analyzing a sta-
tistically valid sample representing
811,977 corporations, partnerships,
and sole proprietorships. These busi-
nesses made up about 5 percent of
those that filed income tax returns in
1983. GAO found that 316,577, or 39
percent, of the businesses’ studied had
potentially underreported $41 billion,
or 13 percent, of their interest and div-
idend income, And IRS/GAO followup
of 181 of the businesses identified as
potential underreporters showed that
30 percent had actually failed to
report 22 percent of the interest and
dividend income reported on informa-
tion returns.

While these underreporting rates
are statistically valid only for those
businesses GAO reviewed, they do rep-
resent the best empirical data avail-
able for estimating the overall extent
of the business underreporting prob-
lem. A conservative interpretation of
GAO's two samples indicates that at
least 12 percent of the businesses stud-
ied underreported 3 percent of their
interest and dividend income. If these
same rates apply to all businesses
earning interest, dividends, rents, roy-
alties, and capital gains, then their un-
reported income would total $20 bil-
lion for an associated revenue loss of
$8 billion.

Mr. Speaker, though these estimates
are impressionistic rather than statis-
tically precise, they clearly demon-
strate a business underreporting prob-
lem of serious proportions. In this
regard, it'’s important to note that
IRS’ audit coverage is totally inad-
equate for capturing the taxes owed
from underreporting. The number of
businesses audited is extremely small
and, until recently, fewer and fewer
examinations of corporations have
been conducted. In fiscal year 1988,
IRS plans to audit only 66,174, or
about 2 percent, of the corporate
income tax returns filed.

Thus, an Information Returns/Doc-
ument Matching Program offers the
only comprehensive and systematic
means for detecting income not re-
ported by corporations. My bill pro-
vides the necessary first step toward
that end by requiring third-party in-
formation reporting of income paid to
corporations. Although there are some
administrative problems to be over-
come before the information returns
could be used in a document matching
program, the reporting requirements
will produce a number of important
revenue benefits independent of the
matching process.

First, information returns could im-
mediately be used by IRS to detect
corporations which fail to file income
tax returns. In a separate study, GAO
found that of 1,094 corporations 231,
or 21 percent failed to file income tax
returns. Significantly, IRS’ program
for identifying nonfilers failed to iden-
tify 156, or 68 percent, of the potential
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nonfilers detected by GAO. Those cor-
porations which IRS' program has
missed earned $236 million of interest
and dividend income alone in 1983,

Second, information returns have
proven to be extremely valuable in the
audit process. An IRS study has shown
that having information returns avail-
able during examinations increases
the unreported income discovered by
IRS auditors by 330 percent.

Third, IRS believes that information
reporting has a positive effect on the
voluntary reporting of income. Cer-
tainly, the knowledge that IRS has
documentation on the amount of
income received encourages compli-
ance. However, the converse can also
be true. The absence of information
reporting can encourage noncompli-
ance by those taxpayers so inclined.

Finally, eliminating the information
reporting exemptions for corporations
would help erase the perception of
business favoritism that encourages
disrespect for the tax laws and fosters
noncompliance by individual taxpay-
ers who perceive that the laws are ap-
plied and enforced in an uneven
manner.

In sum, Mr. Speaker, my bill seeks to
increase tax revenues in a manner
that is fair to all. I invite my col-
leagues to join me by cosponsoring
this legislation and urge the Commit-
tee on Ways and Means to give it
prompt and thorough consideration.

RIGHTS OF THE UNBORN

(Mr. SMITH of New Jersey asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute and to revise
and extend his remarks and to include
extraneous matter.)

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr.
Speaker, the Washington Post report-
ed yesterday in what appears to be a
precedent-setting case that a Federal
judge in Los Angeles has ruled that a
3-month-old unborn child is protected
by the Constitution and can sue for
violation of his or her civil rights.

The case, involving physical harm
sustained by the mother and her
unborn baby in an altercation, helps
to highlight the fact that children,
before their birth, can and must be
recognized and protected by law.

Mr. Speaker, with the widespread
use of ultrasound and other medical
and technological advances in recent
years, it just does not suffice for
anyone to say, as the U.S. Supreme
Court said in 1973, that unborn babies
are not persons and are not entitled to
the right to life.

Our current policy toward unborn
children is unjust, it is cruel, and it is
discriminatory and has resulted in
over 22 million children being chemi-
cally poisoned or dismembered or oth-
erwise killed by abortion.

Mr. Speaker, the carnage must stop.
Unborn children deserve to be treated
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with respect, with compassion, and
with legal protection.

I include the article from the Wash-
ington Post of Tuesday, May 3, 1988,
as follows:

JUDGE: FETUS HAs CONSTITUTIONAL RIGHTS

Los ANGELES.—A federal judge ruled that
a fetus of three months is protected by the
Constitution and can sue for violation of its
civil rights, a decision attorneys said was the
first of its kind.

U.8. District Court Judge Ferdinand Fer-
nandez ruled in answer to a question from
the jury deliberating an award in a 1986 suit
brought by Brenda Cornwell, 26, of River-
side, Calif., and her daughter, Misti Dawn
Cornwell, now 18 months old.

Cornwell claimed a Riverside police officer
violated the civil rights of her baby by
punching her in the abdomen during a scuf-
fle in her front yard in April 1986, when she
was three months pregnant.

The jury awarded the mother $415,229,
but declined to award damages to the baby,
whose claims lawyers on both sides said rep-
resented the first time a fetus had sued for
violation of its civil rights.

During deliberations, however, jurors
asked Fernandez to clarify the point in a
fetus’ development at which it is afforded
constitutional protection.

“The judge sent a note back saying that at
the time this incident occurred, the baby
had constitutional protection,” said Corn-
well’s attorney, Stephen Yagman. He said it
was “significant because a federal judge has
found as a matter of law that a fetus has
constitutional rights” for the first time.

PLANT-CLOSING NOTICE IS
FAIRNESS TO WORKERS

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

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, Congress
has worked effectively to develop con-
census trade policy, trade responded to
constructive suggestions and has pro-
posed a trade law, fair to our trading
partners and more importantly fair to
the American people. The administra-
tion led by the President have been
constant nay sayers throughout this
process, now at the last instance when
the work is done and the compromises
made the President claims that he
favors a trade bill, but wants to cut
out the plant notification provision—a
good provision that simply lets work-
ers have 60 days notice, not the golden
parachutes of the executives who too
often take such good care of only
themselves.

Mr. President, don't use this plant-
closing provision as an excuse, if you
favor trade legislation, in spite of your
actions and words, it is time to act.

Mr. President, it is time to aect, not
look for excuses—listen to the Ameri-
can people, the American workers that
elected you, Mr. President, and this
Congress and make this trade legisla-
tion law, not a phony political issue
for special interests urging a veto, who
care less about the $170 billion annual
trade deficit and sound public policy
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than there continued dominance and
unfair treatment of the American
workers.

PLANT-CLOSING PROVISION OF
THE TRADE BILL

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

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Speaker, I was
deeply concerned to learn that the
President of the United States is con-
sidering vetoing a very important
trade bill over the question of notify-
ing workers, giving them the decency
of 60 days notice if there is to be a
plant closure.

In my own district, the Sixth Dis-
trict of the State of Washington,
ASARCO, a major national corpora-
tion, gave us l-year's notice. Because
of that, Mr. Speaker, we were able to
put in place humane programs to re-
train, reeducate and to get jobs for 400
of 1,000 workers who worked at that
plant.

The minimal decency is to give 60
days. We need more notice if we can
get it, and if we do get that notice we
can do something to help these citi-
zens preserve their jobs, to get re-
trained, get reeducated. I think it is
appalling and shocking that the Presi-
dent would consider vetoing this bill
over a provision which is there to help
the workers of this country.

PLANT-CLOSING NOTICE TO
WOREKERS

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

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, the
President indicates that he is going to
veto the trade bill because of a 60-day
notification to workers that plants are
going to close. In Japan and other in-
dustrialized countries where they give
notice to workers it is considered to be
good planning, it is considered to be
something that helps to give them a
competitive advantage over us because
they have better worker and employer
relationships.

My own belief is, Mr. Speaker, that
if we gave people 60 days notice that it
would also be giving notice to the local
communities and to the States, and
like Massachusetts, which has the first
plant-closing law, it would give the
State a chance to move in and help to
save the plant, to perhaps help with a
tax deal, to help with some redtape
cutting, to help with some additional
programs that can keep those plants
in operation. We do that in Massachu-
setts right now, and we do it in a State
with 3 percent unemployment, and we
have kept plants open where there
was notice given not only to the work-
ers but to the State.
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Mr. President, if you really care
about workers, if you really care about
productivity, if you really care about
saving jobs, the way to do it is to give
the States, to give the local communi-
ties, to give the workers the notice so
that they can save themselves and
save this country in its competitive
battle against our economic interna-
tional rivals.

B-1 BOMBER—EXCELLENT EXAM-
PLE OF PRODUCTION CAPABIL-

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

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Speaker, on
Saturday, April 30, 1988, the 100th B-
1B was delivered to the Air Force at
Palmdale, CA. This event took place
just over 6 years from initial contract
go ahead and exactly 2 months ahead
of the contract schedule. Not surpris-
ingly, this piece of good news about a
manufacturing success story has re-
ceived little attention in the media.
Had the contract been completed 2
months behind schedule I am sure we
would have been more aware of the
event. Regrettably focusing on the
negatives about the B-1B rather than
the considerable positives has become
the standard.

Mr, Speaker, I rise today in an at-
tempt to clarify the record on the
matter of the B-1B bomber. For the
past year, the Armed Services Com-
mittee has conducted an investigation
of this program, and I have been an
active participant in this entire proc-

Durlng our investigation, the com-
mittee has primarily focused on some
developmental problems that arose
during the initial phases of operation-
al deployment. Over the course of our
investigation, the majority of these
problems, such as fuel leaks, terrain-
following radar, weapons separation,
and flight control enhancements, have
been resolved—just as the Air Force
said they would be.

One significant issue, the defensive
avionics system, remains unresolved at
this time. However, the Air Force has
developed a recovery plan that we
hope will bring the system to full ca-
pability within the next few years.
The Air Force has been quite candid
as to the challenges that remain in
this specific task, but they remain con-
fident that this goal is achievable.

In summary, let me say that I be-
lieve our investigation has been thor-
ough and has been useful in helping
Members understand the complex
technical issues that we face in the de-
velopment of sophisticated weapons
systems such as the B-1B.

However, I am not sure that all as-
pects of this investigation have been
conducted in good faith in that there
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have been conclusions drawn by some
that because of these problems the B-
1B does not work and cannot pene-
trate Soviet airspace. Mr. Speaker,
that conclusion is wrong. Not only is it
wrong, but it is also irresponsible and
could have potentially damaging con-
sequences to strategic deterrence and
our Nation's security.

The B-1B does work. It flies fast. It
flies low—below enemy radar. And it
has a radar cross section that is 100
times smaller than the B-52 which it
was meant to replace. It can employ a
variety of weapons and, with a highly
reliable, state-of-the-art offensive avi-
onics system, deliver them with great
accuracy as recent tests have shown.
Now I call that performance. Perform-
ance that rates far better than the F
that some would have you believe.

The B-1B can penetrate Soviet air-
space and will be able to continue
doing so for many years to come.
‘While it is true that the ECM system
is not performing to specified require-
ments, it does have sufficient capabil-
ity to supplement the other inherent
capabilities of the airplane. To think
that penetration capability is totally
dependent on ECM is wrong. If this
were true, we could still be using B-
17’s in our strategic force. To mislead
others, less technically sophisticated,
into thinking the B-1B cannot pene-
trate because its ECM is not fully ca-
pable is irresponsible.

The fact is that penetration capabil-
ity for any airplane is a function of
speed, altitude, and radar cross sec-
tion, as well as ECM. The B-1B capac-
ity to do the first three better than
any other bomber in the world more
than makes up for current shortfalls
in the ECM. As the ECM improves,
and is eventually enhanced, it will
assure the B-1's ability to penetrate
well into the future.

But don’t take my word for it. Talk
to the men whom we charge to carry
out this most demanding of all mis-
sions—whose job is to put their life,
and not their political career, on the
line. They will tell you, as they have
told me, that the B-1B is the best pen-
etrating bomber in the world and is a
valuable and necessary addition to our
strategic forces.

The B-1 bomber has had a long and,
at times, tortuous path to deployment,
but it is now a eritical part of our force
structure. We on the Armed Services
Committee have identified the prob-
lems, but must also acknowledge the
successes of the program. The B-1B is
ready, on alert, and represents a credi-
ble signal to all of this Nation’s mili-
tary strength and strategic deterrent.

FAMILY AND MEDICAL LEAVE
ACT

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

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, as many
of us are aware, this Sunday is Moth-
er’s Day, a holiday initiated by an act
of Congress over 70 years ago. It is no
longer adequate for our Nation to rec-
ognize the selfless acts of motherhood
for just 1 day per year. Congress must
address the needs of a society where
women now comprise 44 percent of the
labor force, 80 percent of which are
likely to become mothers during their
working lives. Throughout the entire
industrialized world, it is already a so-
cially accepted policy to provide paid
maternity leave for all women work-
€rs.

The House will soon be considering
the Family and Medical Leave Act
which reinforces our Nation’s commit-
ment to the family while addressing
the unique needs of our small busi-
nessman. A bipartisan compromise will
enable certain employees to take up to
10 weeks of unpaid family leave over a
2-year period and up to 15 weeks of
unpaid medical leave over 1 year. The
bill would exclude employers with less
than 50 employees, reduced to 35 em-
ployees after the third year of enact-
ment. This proposal exempts over 95
percent of private employers while
covering two-fifths of the work force.
The GAO has concluded that the only
real cost of family leave to affected
businesses is the price of continued
health insurance coverage for the
absent employee, estimated to cost
$188 million per year, or less than $1
per American per year.

I ask my colleagues who oppose this
landmark bill to question how a com-
passionate democracy can force a deci-
sion between holding a job or caring
for a newborn or sick child.

NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORI-
ZATION ACT, FISCAL YEAR 1989

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
Hussarp). Pursuant to House Resolu-
tion 436 and rule XXIII, the Chair de-
clares the House in the Committee of
the Whole House on the State of the
Union for the further consideration of
the bill, H.R. 4264.
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly the House resolved
itself into the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the
Union for the further consideration of
the bill (H.R. 4264) to authorize ap-
propriations for the fiscal year 1989
amended budget request for military
functions of the Department of De-
fense and to prescribe military person-
nel levels for such Department for
fiscal year 1989, to amend the Nation-
al Defense Authorization Act for
Fiscal Years 1988 and 1989, and for
other purposes, with Mr. ROSTENKOW-
sKI in the chair.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. When the Com-
mittee of the Whole rose on Tuesday,
May 3, 1988, amendment No. 49 print-
ed in section 3 of House Report 100-
590 offered by the gentleman from
Washington [Mr. MorrisonN] had been
disposed of.

It is now in order to debate the sub-
ject matter of appropriate levels of
funding for the strategic defense initi-
ative.

Pursuant to House Resolution 436,
the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr.
AspPinN] will be recognized for 15 min-
utes and the gentleman from Alabama
[Mr. DickinsoN] will be recognized for
15 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Wisconsin [Mr. AspIn].

Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Chairman, before
we begin the general debate on the
SDI, I would like to announce the
coming up of two amendments.

First, pursuant to the rule I wanted
to give notice of my intention to call
up amendment No. 5 in section 2 of
House Report 100-590 following com-
pletion of the votes on SDI dollar
levels,

Second, I also want to give notice of
my intention to call up the Busta-
mante amendment or special isotope
separation amendment at the end of
today’s announced program, provided
the compromise version has been
worked out.

Mr. Chairman, I yield my time on
this side to the gentleman from Mis-
souri [Mr. SkeLTON] who will be han-
dling the general debate.

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Virginia [Mr. OLIN].

Mr. OLIN. Mr. Chairman, first I
would like to thank the gentleman for
yielding time to me and giving me the
opportunity to open this debate on
SDI.

It has been 5 years since the Presi-
dent laid out his dream of a shield
that would render nuclear weapons ob-
solete.

We have spent $11 billion in pursuit
of that dream and those who have
worked on the project and followed it
closely have learned a lot about what
is possible and desirable.

We now know that the dream cannot
be realized against today’s multitude
of delivery systems, the present quan-
tity of warheads and the probable of-
fensive responses.

But we also know that an effective
ballistic missile defense is probably
possible under the right circum-
stances.

We do not yet know a lot of things
we will need to know before it makes
sense to deploy any system any time
soon—what we need most is to contin-
ue and complete the rest of the re-
search.

Experts agree that a sustained re-
search effort of $3-$4 billion per year
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will give the answers we need and
yield resuilts.

We will get more information sooner
with a steady, sustained effort than if
we spent twice as much money, but
changed our priorities every year or
two based on political whims.

The Bennett amendment keeps a
stable program—it will get us the an-
swers we need—and it will not put us
in space until we're ready and know
where we’re going.

Support the Bennett amendment.
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Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
Florida [Mr. BENNETT].

First of all, Mr. Chairman, I have
been studying the SDI Program now
for a great number of years, long
before the present President became
President. As a matter of fact, we
spent billions of dollars on this general
idea of protection, in the nature of the
SDI. I have the honor of serving as co-
chairman of a task force which was set
up, and the cochairman is Vic Fazio of
California.

We must not race ahead with SDI's
half-baked proposals to deploy, as
planned, 300 satellites in space.

I am convinced and deeply convinced
that any SDI could be economically
overcome by the simple tactic of in-
creasing ICBM's.

As a matter of fact, Casper Wein-
berger told President Reagan in 1985
when he was Secretary of Defense,
and I am quoting:

Even a probable Soviet territorial defense
would require us to increase the number of
our offensive forces and their ability to pen-
etrate Soviet defenses to assure that our
plans could be executed.

Well, of course, if that is true for us
and how we look at a possible Russian
SDI, it is also true about the Russians
how they feel about us and they have
said so many times.

The obvious answer is to overwhelm
SDI with more ICBM's. What a horri-
ble picture.

Most scientists do not think that
more than 80 percent can be shot
down. And that would leave for us, on
the other side, against wus, 2,000
rounds, worse than Hiroshima and Na-
gasaki.

If we deploy SDI, the world will
almost inevitably be a much more dan-
gerous place, not a safer one,

Consider the question of what
people now think of dinosaurs. They
say dinosaurs were wiped off the face
of this Earth for the simple reason an
inanimate object hit the Earth, kicked
up a lot of dust, killed vegetation for
awhile and everything died. Well, if
that be so, what would you think of
thousands and thousands of IBM'’s,
what they would do if they went off?
The conclusion is that we would be
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very lucky if anything lived on the
Earth

Despite my very grave doubts about
SDI being a valuable defense system,
we cannot fail to have a robust re-
search program. Why is that? Because
we cannot fail to do that because the
Soviets undoubtedly have such a pro-
gram and it would be dangerous for us
not to do likewise. So we must study
the matter and a robust research pro-
gram is in order.

Expert testimony to the Committee
on Armed Services has shown clearly
that a robust research program can be
carried out for $3 billion or less per
year. As a matter of fact, it is much
less than that. This is the testimony of
Dr. Robert Sproull of the SDI Science
Advisory Board, Dr. Peter Zimmerman
of the Carnegie Endowment and Dr.
Robert Cooper, former head of the
Defense Advance Research Projects
Agency in the Reagan administration.

In fact, many experts such as Dr,
Harold Brown, former Secretary of
Defense consider $3 billion is far too
much money and they may be right.
So our amendment gives SDI even
more than the specialists and experts
say it needs; $3.5 billion splits the dif-
ference between what the House voted
last year and what the conference
gave us as a final figure,

Last year the House funded SDI at
$3.1 billion. But the conference came
out with just under $4 billion. This
year the other body wants $4.6 billion.
That is vastly too large.

Our amendment stabilizes the SDI
Program. All witnesses before the
Committee on Armed Services argued
for a stable figure. Those that wanted
a large figure, those that wanted a
smaller figure all said it ought to be a
stable figure. Our amendment does
just that.

By voting for our amendment the
House would prevent a rush to deploy
inadequate and destabilizing weapons
into space. Over half of the money we
authorize will be used by SDI officials
to test prototype weapons for their
planned strategic defense system and
that is not really an ordinary research
program. Our amendment prevents a
crash program and it preserves all of
our very much needed research pro-

gram.

So I hope everybody will vote for the
research, not for the deployment, not
for rushing into the deployment of
something that may be injurious to
our own country and to mankind as a
whole.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BENNETT. I yield to the gentle-
man from Washington [Mr. Dicks].

Mr. DICKS. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, today the House
must decide an appropriate funding
level for SDI. But this debate cannot
occur in a vacuum. It must be exam-
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ined in the context of our other prior-
ities within the defense budget. It
makes no sense to spend billions on
long shot futuristic dreams if we
starve the readiness and moderniza-
tion of our military forces.

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Washington [Mr. Dicksl.

Mr. DICKS. I thank the gentleman
for yielding further.

Mr. Chairman, in this respect I have
a very strong objection to the Kyl
amendment. It proposes to delete $400
million in research and development
funds from the Army, Navy, and Air
Force in order to finance an increase
of 20 percent in SDI from last year’s
levels.

In other words, it argues that the
servicess R&D accounts which have
suffered real reductions in the last sev-
eral years while SDI funding has in-
creased by 400 percent in 5 years,
should take even greater cuts for the
sake of a research program that has
very real questions about it.

I must tell my colleagues I have
taken two nationwide trips to look into
the SDI Program. I frankly think that
progress has been made, but I am con-
vinced that the phase 1 architecture
that we are going to discuss later when
we get to the Spratt amendment is
premature; that we ought not to rob
and take money to fund the near-term
deployment of phase 1, that we ought
to continue to look at the long-term
objectives of this program.

The key today, of course, is a prag-
matic decision on the part of the
House. I think we should vote to sup-
port the Bennett amendment to cut
SDI back to $3.5 billion in order to set
up a conference agreement with the
Senate that will bring us in at about
the $4 billion level. I think that is too
much for SDI, but pragmatically if we
do not vote for Bennett we are going
to get an amount much higher than
the Committee on Armed Services has
recommended.

So I urge some of my southern
friends who feel compelled to stay
with the committee position to consid-
er this reality.

SDI should not be funded and take
money away from DARPA and other
important R&D efforts. I am fearful
that if the Kyl amendment were en-
acted that is just what would occur.

So I urge my colleagues today to
vote for Bennett and then to vote for
Spratt because the restructuring in
Spratt will preserve technologies that
offer some long-term potential and
will help us guard against a breakout
by the Soviet Union in this area.

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Chairman, once again the House
is setting out to go through the cha-
rade of considering the proper funding
level for SDI. We will spend the next
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several hours pretending to be open-
minded on this issue, but I am afraid
that the only hearts and minds that
will be won over by the debate on the
floor will be those members of the
public watching on C-SPAN.

Today the House will consider four
SDI funding amendments followed by
a series of SDI policy amendments.
The funding amendments will be con-
sidered in the normal king-of-the-hill
fashion with the last adopted amend-
ment carrying the day. And if no
amendment is adopted at all, then the
committee position will prevail.

I am hopeful and look forward to
the day when a majority of the mem-
bers of the committee, including the
chairman, will support the committee
position.

The funding amendments, expressed
in an apples to apples comparison,
using SDI research and development
figures, are: First, Mr. KyL will offer
an amendment raising the committee-
recommended amount to $4.5 billion,
the same level as The President’s re-
quest.

Next, Mr. Derroms will offer an
amendment to lower SDI funding to
$1.3 billion.

Third, I have an amendment that
would restore the committee position
of $3.7 billion. The SDI issue was de-
bated in committee and a majority of
the Committee on Armed Services re-
ported out a $3.7 billion figure. I offer
this amendment as a zero real growth
amendment, because $3.7 billion is
about last year’'s funding level plus in-
flation.

Finally, Mr. BENNETT, at $3.2 billion,
represents about a 10-percent negative
growth compared to last year’s fund-
ing level.

Mr. Chairman, I have in my posses-
sion a letter which I received today
from Secretary of Defense Carlucei.
He is very concerned about this pro-

gram.
I would like to read the letter at this
time. It says:

Dear MRr. Dickinson: Last fall, as Assist-
ant to the President for National Security
Affairs, I was involved in negotiating the so-
called budget summit agreement. Under this
agreement, the Congress and the Adminis-
tration adopted an overall framework for
budget reduction. According to this plan,
the Department of Defense was required to
reduce its planned program for FY 1989 by
$33 billion to $299.5 billion. This was well
below the level that the Administration felt
was necessary for our security, but in the in-
terest of reducing the overall budget we
agreed to accept greater risk in our national
security posture.

Since assuming my responsibilities as Sec-
retary of Defense in November, the task of
making the very difficult decisions required
to meet this agreement fell on my shoul-
ders. I cannot overstate how difficult these
decisions were. They involved cancelling a
number of programs, delaying others, and
making reductions in our overall force struc-
ture. The budget I submitted represented
the soundest overall defense program under
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these difficult budgetary constraints. I am
gratified that to date, the Congress has not
reduced overall defense spending below the
level agreed to in the budget summit agree-
ment. However, I am very concerned about
Congressional reductions to a central ele-
ment of our defense program—the Presi-
dent's Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI)
program.
8DI is the cornerstone of our overall de-
fense program. It holds the promise of a
more stable and effective deterrent posture
based on a balance of offense and defense.
The hopes we had for a more stable and
safe deterrent under the ABM Treaty
regime have not been realized. The Soviet
Union has continued to modernize and
expand both its strategic offensive and de-
fensive forces in an effort to blunt the credi-
bility and effectiveness of our deterrent. It
is time we recognized this, and took the
steps necessary to rectify an increasingly
unstable situation. The case for the SDI
program is further strengthened by the dis-
turbing proliferation of ballistic missile
technology.

The Administration’s request for Depart-
ment of Defense SDI activities in FY 1989 is
$4.5 billion. This figure represents a reduc-
tion of $1.7 billion from what we had previ-
ously planned to spend in FY 1989. I recom-
mended this reduction to our request with
considerable reluctance, as Congressional
reductions in SDI funding to date have al-
ready resulted in substantial delays in the
program. However, I felt that I had made a
commitment to present the minimum over-
all budget request that—while accepting
greater risk—was consistent with our securi-
ty requirements. The request the President
submitted for the SDI program reflects a
balance between our legitimate security re-
quirements and existing budgetary con-
straints, and it is a sound technical pro-
gram. I regret the reductions recommended
by the Armed Services Committee because
they would cause major restructuring and
delays in the program. Further reductions
in funding or other restrictions on the pro-
gram would have the gravest consequences.

I urge you in the strongest possible terms
to oppose any such amendments. If the
Congress sends the President a defense bill
that contains a funding level for SDI that is
in my view inadequate, I would have no
choice but to recommend a veto of that bill.
‘While I would make such a recommendation
with regret, I would not be living up to my
responsibilities to the President or the
Nation if I failed to do so.

The point, Mr. Chairman, is that we
came into this budget cycle with a
budget summit agreement providing
total defense spending of $299.5 bil-
lion. After this agreement the Armed
Services Committee took the funding
allotted to us for defense spending,
went through a series of hearings, and
came out with recommended funding
levels for research and development,
for procurement, for SDI, and for
other defense functions.

The committee itself came up with
$3.7 billion for SDI. To reduce it fur-
ther I think is reckless, is counterpro-
ductive, and is a breach of faith with
the budget summit agreement.

The amendment that I will offer will
be $3.7 billion which is simply a re-
statement of the committee position
restated.
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I would urge the members of the
committee not to cut SDI further. We
have already cut the President’s re-
quest of $4.5 billion down to $3.7 bil-
lion. That is enough of a cut.
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Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Chairman, I
yvield 2% minutes to the gentleman
from Oregon [Mr. AuCoIn].

Mr. AuCOIN. Mr. Chairman, sup-
pose the SDI Program solves every
technical problem it faces, suppose
some rich uncle dies and leaves us the
trillions to build it. Let’s even suppose
all offensive countermeasures fail and
SDI works 100 percent.

None of these things are going to
happen, but let’s just suppose they do.
In that case, I challenge any SDI sup-
porter to answer two questions—on
your own time.

First, how are you going to stop the
Russians from building a comparable
system?

Second, how are you going to stop
the Soviets from using it offensively?
How are you going to stop them from
pushing the button first, blowing our
SDI satellites out of the sky, following
up with a nuclear strike, and then
using their SDI to protect themselves
from whatever retaliation we can
make? In short, how are you going to
stop the Russians from using SDI to
help a nuclear first strike against
America?

In all the testimony I've heard in
the Defense Appropriations Subcom-
mittee, in all the speeches on this
floor, no representative of the admin-
istration has ever answered those two
questions. So why do you want to
spend money on a system that will
help a Soviet first strike? Why do you
want to build it instead of ban it?

There's another reason why I urge
you to vote for the Dellums-Boxer and
Bennett amendments.

Savings from those amendments will
be used to fund the war on drugs.

After either of those amendments
are adopted, we’ll follow with a com-
mittee amendment moving $300 mil-
lion in savings to the Coast Guard for
drug interdiction.

Now my friends on the Republican
right have been complaining, wrongly,
that the leadership hasn’t allowed any
antidrug amendments on this bill.

The truth is, this is your opportuni-
ty to fund antidrug efforts.

Your choice is to throw more mil-
lions at star wars, a system that won't
make America more secure. Or to
defend Americans against the real
threat, the drug wars on the streets of
our cities, in the schools in our com-
munities.

The choice is yours: star wars or
drug wars.

I say cut star wars and protect our
kids from drug wars. Vote for Dellums-
Boxer or Bennett.
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Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 4% minutes to the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. KasicH].

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, there
is going to be a long, drawn out debate
obviously on SDI, but I think there is
one essential thing we need to recog-
nize as we start the debate which is
contrary to a couple of the statements
made earlier.

SDI does matter. In fact, the reason
why we are not going to be able to
achieve a dramatic reduction in strate-
gic long-range nuclear weapons with
the Soviets, at least at this point, is be-
cause the United States and Ronald
Reagan have not been willing to give
in to the idea of Gorbachev, which is
to cripple the United States SDI Pro-
gram, so SDI does in fact count. In
fact, it can be argued that the reasons
why the Soviets came back to the
table to begin with once they left
Geneva was because of the ability of
the United States SDI Program to
achieve great success.

The question now is: how fast should
we proceed on SDI? And that really is
what the battle is about today.

We have a series of amendments
before the Committee. One is Mr.
Kvyi's amendment which has an
amount that is less than what the
President’s original request was, but
certainly more than what the commit-
tee requested. I intend to support the
Kyl amendment because it still is
below the President’s request.

But, Mr. Chairman, I also want to
offer strong support for the Dickinson
amendment because the Dickinson
amendment represents the committee
position, and it says that rather than
having an increase in the amount of
funding for SDI during tough budget-
ary periods we ought to go with the
committee position and accept the fact
that we ought to have 2zero real
growth. I would favor more than that,
but I can accept the position that we
should stay up with inflation, continue
the program, be positive about the
program, allow us to investigate all the
various technologies and, therefore, I
would argue that I hope that the
membership can come here, if they
cannot support the Kyl amendment,
certainly to support the Dickinson
committee position which is that SDI
continues down the road, gives our ne-
gotiators leverage at the bargaining
table.

The Bennett amendment and the
Dellums amendments are dramatic de-
creases in the amount of spending for
SDI, and, if you really want to limit
the ability of our scientists, you vote
for them. If you want to continue to
support SDI, if you want to continue
to support our negotiators and to
make sure that we have a robust pro-
gram that can explore most of the
technologies, certainly not all of them
that we would like to, but most of the
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technologies, then you have to support
the Dickinson amendment and sup-
port a strong United States SDI Pro-
gram because ultimately it is going to
bring us deep cuts in strategic weapons
and, I think, greater security for the
people of this country.

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 30 seconds to the gentlewoman
from Tennessee [Mrs. Lroypl.

Mrs. LLOYD. Mr. Chairman, the
strategic defense initiative is facing a
critical period in the next few years.
What happens to this year’s budget is
particularly important as well as the
attitude of the next administration
toward the prospects for this impor-
tant program. To assure its healthy
future, I would like to see the execu-
tive branch pursue SDI in a prudent
but determined manner,

I am a strong supporter of SDI at a
level of funding consistent with our
defense priorities and economic reali-
ties. The funding level provided by the
committee is within these bounds, and
I urge my colleagues to reject signifi-
cant changes, whether up or down. A
drop in funding would cripple the
R&D program, and yet a significant
increase would be pointless in the
present budgetary environment.

Constructive and reasoned congres-
sional direction is needed for SDI at
this time. The program’s future is
threatened from both sides. On one
side there are those who wish to kill
the entire program. In this regard, we
must be cautious about reductions to
levels where the program effort be-
comes unfocused and technological
progress is arrested. The majority in
Congress has repeatedly accepted the
SDI concept; that is, to explore tech-
nologies which offer the potential of
protection from incoming interconti-
nental missiles. At the other extreme,
a move for excessive funding based on
premature deployment would lose the
consensus support for SDI.

The most prudent approach for SDI
will be to continue our long-term re-
search and development of exotic
technologies that will not only permit
a hedge against Soviet technological
breakthroughs but will also offer us
significant civilian benefits. This ap-
proach will allow maximum return on
investment in the R&D to date and
assure a meaningful contribution to
U.S. technological competitiveness.
The research done on SDI will benefit
our civilian space program with devel-
opment of the heavy lift launch vehi-
cle in which NASA has a significant
stake. SDI’s space nuclear reactor pro-
gram done with DOE and NASA—will
provide us the first capability to do
more than housekeeping in a space
station while providing a power tech-
nology base for a lunar base or a
manned Mars mission. The free elec-
tron laser has great potential for the
fields of industrial chemistry and med-
icine while a number of other particle
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devices will undoubtedly find other ap-
plications as have past accelerations.

A rush to deploy a system within the
next decade will divert important
money from the most promising tech-
nologies and I believe we can move to
protect against accidental launch
without such diversion. I think laser
and particle beam technologies are
truly exotic in the context of the ABM
treaty and allowing for aggressive
R&D in these areas may indeed offer
a route to orderly deployment within a
reasonable international framework. It
is important for Congress now to em-
phasize stability, efficiency, and sus-
tainability. Fragmented and inconsist-
ent guidance will lay us open to the
charge of harmful meddling. On the
other hand, simplistic urging of accel-
eration of deployment without allow-
ing for promising technologies to
mature will soon bring down the pro-
gram. The committee has achieved a
middle ground; let us stick with it.

Mr. SEELTON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Oregon [Mr. DEFaz10].

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding this
time to me.

Mr. Chairman, we have all seen the
news story about the still-unreleased
Office of Technology Assessment
report on SDI. That report says that it
requires an act of faith to believe that
star wars will work as advertised. So
far we have spent $12 billion on a
system that will require an act of faith
and ultimately $1 trillion. Today, this
body will no doubt authorize a few bil-
lion more.

SDI represents a radical change in
this Nation’s nuclear strategy. SDI
will mean the end of arms control if it
is ever deployed, and it will be a disas-
ter if it is ever used.

Mr. Chairman, I was reminded re-
cently of the ghost dance ritual that
swept through the Plains Indian
Tribes in the late 19th century. They
believed that ghost shirts would pro-
tect them from bullets. Unfortunately
for the tribes, faith was not enough to
stop the bullets, and the earnest faith
of our President, and his generals and
many of our colleagues will not turn
back the ICBM's.

Mr. Chairman, SDI should be a re-
search program, not a national obses-
sion.

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
New York [Mr. Kempl.

Mr. KEMP. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding this time to
me.

Mr. Chairman, I was listening to the
previous comments about an act of
faith and the study of OTA. If OTA
had been around in 1961 when John F.
EKennedy had suggested that this
country could put a man on the Moon
by the end of the decade in the sixties,
OTA and other Luddites would have
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come out with a study as to why it
would not have worked.

How many times in our country’s
history have we had people tell us
things would not work? It was said
that radar would not work in the
1930’s. The atomic energy capability
of this country, we were told would
never work. In 1898, the director of
the U.S. Patent Office, Charles Duell,
said “that everything that can be in-
vented has already been invented,”
and that was just a few years before
the discovery of the law of relativity
by Einstein that led to the break-
through in lasers and so many of the
great technologies of the 20th century.
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In the 1930's the debate between
Churchill and Chamberlain also be-
tween Churchill and Prime Minister
Stanley Baldwin was whether or not
Britain could ever be defended from
Nazi bombers, I want to quote from
the House of Commons in 1932 the
statement made by Stanley Baldwin,
who was soon to become Prime Minis-
ter of Great Britain. Unfortunately
for Britain and the British people and
the children and the men and women
who were left wvulnerable to Nazi
bombers and died in those attacks, it
was Baldwin who prevailed in the
debate in the House of Commons in
the 1930’s. Baldwin said: “The only de-
fense is in offense.”

Baldwin said: “I think it is well for
people to realize that there is no
power on Earth which can protect
people from ever being bombed. What-
ever people may tell the men on the
street,” Baldwin went on to say,
“bombers will always get through.” He
went on to say the only defense for
Great Britain was “to kill more women
and children more quickly than the
enemy if you want to save yourselves.”

Churchill from the back benches of
the House of Commons stood up and
talked about radar, talked about other
new technology, courageously talked
about an air defense for Great Britain,
talked about a ground based defense
against the growing Nazi threat from
the air, but Baldwin and then Cham-
berlain kept saying, ‘“Bombers will
always get through.”

Baldwin and Chamberlain went on
to say in the House of Commons
debate in the 1930’s, “Not only will air
defense not work, it would cost too
much.”

Then what is worse, they said an air
defense system would provoke Adolf
Hitler.

Mr. Chairman, it was not the
strength of the British or the French
that provoked Adolf Hitler in the
1930’s. It was the weakness of the
French and the British defense sys-
tems. It was the weakness of the U.S.
Congress in the 1930’s which passed
the Neutrality Act which encouraged
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Nazi Germany to invade other coun-
tries. Weakness led to the invasion of
Austria, Czechoslovakia, and finally to
the invasion of Poland. The bombers
got through all right. They got
through because Britain had no de-
fense and didn’t listen to Churchill.

Churchill lost the debate in the
House of Commons over air defense in
the thirties, but he finally was asked
to come back and become the Prime
Minister in 1939, and his wilderness
years ended; but it is a fact that in
1944 when the Nazi—V-1 buzz
bombs——

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
Gray of Illinois). The time of the gen-
tleman from New York has expired.

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 1 additional minute to the gen-
tleman from New York, and in doing
so observe, I think, that the ghosts of
Mr. Baldwin and Mr. Chamberlain still
inhabit this Chamber.

Mr. KEMP. I agree. Obviously, no
parallel in history is ever perfect, but
the same arguments are being made
that (A) SDI will not work and (B) it
costs too much and that it is provoca-
tive for America to defend itself.

How can we measure the loss of lives
in terms of a few billion dollars, which
is about 1 percent or more of the total
defense budget?

I am going to support the Kyl
amendment. I am also going to sup-
port the Dickinson amendment. Con-
gress has been cutting SDI, and I
think its a dangerous mistake. I just
traveled the country for a year and
found that people around this country
do not know today that we have abso-
lutely no defense. None whatsoever.
They were surprised that we have no
defense against Soviet ICBM’s.

We are debating in 1988 whose
finger we want on the button of nucle-
ar retaliation. We should rather be de-
bating what kind of button it is. Why
should not President Dukakis or Presi-
dent Bush be able to put a finger on a
button that could defend lives?

A year ago in the Persian Gulf, the
U.S.S. Stark was hit and 37 men’s lives
were lost because the ship’s missile de-
fense against the Exocet Iraqi missile
was not operational and was not used.

What kind of nonsense is it to say
that it is immoral to build a defense
system? I think the moral position is
for defense. I think it is for SDI. I
think it is for the Kyl amendment.

I plan to propose an amendment
that will accelerate the accidental
launch protection system for America,
and I hope the Members will support
that as well.

Vote for Kyl. Vote for Dickinson.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
gentleman will suspend.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE CHAIRMAN PRO
TEMPORE

The Chair will remind all persons in
the gallery they are here as guests of
the House and that any manifestation
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of approval or disapproval of proceed-
ings here is in violation of the rules of
the House.

The gentleman from Missouri [Mr.
SkEeLTON] is recognized.

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Maine [Mr. BRENNAN].

Mr. BRENNAN. Mr. Chairman,
today, we have the opportunity to rein
in a program which has seen tremen-
dous growth from $991 million in
fiscal year 1984 to the committee mark
of $4.1 billion, about a 415 percent in-
crease in 6 years.

This amount of growth for SDI is
excessive and is taking scarce budget
dollars from many other necessary
programs like the war on drugs.

Program manager General
Abrahamson has been unable to dis-
close an estimate of the total costs as-
sociated with this massive and compli-
cated program. Is it $1 trillion?

They have also described a system
which is vastly different from the pro-
gram President Reagan unveiled in
March of 1983. Their SDI Program is
not an astrodome-type shield above
the United States to protect our citi-
zens from a massive ICBM attack.

I am not the only person who has
severe doubts about this program and
whether it can meet the objectives set
forth by the President.

A poll taken in October 1986 by Cor-
nell University revealed that the pres-
tigious National Academy of Sciences
membership opposed SDI as unwork-
able by a margin of 8 to 1.

For the SDI Program in that past 5
years we have spent over $13 billion.
What have we gotten for that exhorbi-
tant sum?

We have embarked upon a crash re-
search program which some have criti-
cized, for pursuing early deployment
of the system.

Some of us believe the push for de-
ployment is geared toward developing
some type of system to lock us into
further funding for the program.

I am deeply concerned about this
crash course of research and possible
early deployment.

We should keep in mind the SDI
Program is contradictory to the 1972
ABM Treaty. This House voted last
week 252 to 159 to adhere to the
narrow interpretation of the ABM
treaty. Any advanced testing and de-
ployment of the SDI Program will
likely result in a violation of the
treaty.

Without question, the SDI Program
is a massively complicated and diffi-
cult technology to integrate into a
workable system. Common sense and
tight budget dollars tells us we should
not rush full bore into developing a
system which:

Fails to achieve the original objec-
tives established by the President;

Will violate the 1972 ABM Treaty;
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Will not provide a leak-proof shield
for population protection; and

By some estimates could cost $1 tril-
lion to develop and $200 billion annu-
ally to maintain.

I support SDI research. However, I
only support providing enough fund-
ing which allows necessary research to
take place which will provide solid sci-
entific evidence to make an informed
decision.

For that reason, I support the Del-
lums amendment which calls for $1.2
billion in SDI research funding. I be-
lieve we can secure a significant
amount of research for $1.2 billion.

I urge my colleagues to support a
prudent and wise course regarding this
significant defense program and sup-
port the funding level provided by the
Dellums amendment.

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield the balance of my time to the
distinguished gentleman from Arizona
[Mr. KvL].

Mr. KEYL. Mr. Chairman, in the very
short time remaining, I would like to
do two things: first of all to suggest
that the Washington Post story on the
OTA report ought not to be relied
upon by my colleagues on the left, be-
cause according to a letter to the
editor Ben Bradley, dated May 2, from
John Gibbons, the Director of the
OTA and General Abramson, Director
of SDI, and I am now quoting:

We take serious issue with the April 24
Washington Post story on the new OTA
study of the Strategic Defense Initiative.
* * * The Post story offered an inaccurate
and incomplete picture of the OTA findings.
* * * We regret the misleading characteriza-
tion of our position in the April 24 Post
story and look forward to a fuller, more ac-
curate and more productive airing of these
issues when the OTA report is published.

My colleagues who argue from that
story will do so at their peril.

Second, Mr. Chairman, I would like
to quote two other points from Secre-
tary Carlucci’s letter to Mr. DicKINSON
and to Mr. AspPIN, and I submit that in
speaking with General Powell, the Na-
tional Security Adviser this morning,
he indicated to me that he concurred
fully in these comments by Secretary
Carlucci.

The letter says:

The request of the President on SDI re-
flects a balance between our legitimate secu-
rity requirements and existing budgetary
constraints. I regret the reductions recom-
mended by the Armed Services Committee,
because they will cause major restructuring
and delays in the program. Further reduc-
tions in funding or other restrictions on the
program would have the gravest conse-
quences.

And he concludes in this fashion:

I urge you in the strongest possible terms
to oppose any such amendments. If the
Congress sends the President a defense bill
that contains a funding level for SDI that is
in my view inadequate, I would have no
choice but to recommend a veto of that bill.
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Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself the remaining time.

Mr. Chairman, recently back in Mis-
souri a lady asked me why we do not
go ahead and build the SDI and put it
in place? I attempted to explain to her
that this is a multifaceted program
consisting of some eight subsystems
that are basically in the research and
development stage, and I attempted to
explain the research and development
aspect of it.

According to the budgetary agree-
ment between Congress and the Presi-
dent this last November, our part of
the budgetary pie is $299.5 billion.
From that figure, we must do many
things, whether it be training, wheth-
er it be taking care of the troops over-
seas, building ships, buying airplanes,
making military construction through-
out the world, and making things
better for our young people. We are
doing the best we can in the Armed
Services Committee to meet the very
important steps, that is, for the SDI,
and frankly, Mr. Chairman, I think
that we should use the correct term,
SDI, rather than the figure of speech
of “star wars” when we speak of it.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
Gray of Illinois). All time for general
debate has expired.

It is now in order to consider the
amendments relating to funding for
the strategic defense initiative printed
in section 1 of House Report 100-590,
by, and if offered by, the following
Members or their designees, which
shall be considered in the following
order only:

(A) Representative Kvr,

(B) Representative DELLUMS;

(C) Representative DicKINsSON; and

(D) Representative BENNETT.

If more than one amendment is
adopted, only the last such amend-
ment which is adopted shall be consid-
ered as finally adopted and reported
back to the House.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. KYL

Mr. KYL. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
Clerk will designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment offered by Mr. KvL: Strike
out section 211 (page 19, line 13 through
line 18) and insert in lieu thereof the follow-
ing:

SEC. 211. SDI FUNDING FOR FISCAL YEAR 1989.

(a) AMOUNT AUTHORIZED.—Of the amount
appropriated pursuant to section 201 or oth-
erwise made available to the Department of
Defense for research, development, test, and
evaluation for fiscal year 1989, not more
than $4,500,000,000 may be obligated for the
Strategic Defense Initiative.

(b) AUTHORIZATION AbJUSTMENTS.—The
amounts authorized in section 201 are
hereby adjusted as follows:

(1) The amount authorized for the Army
is reduced by $192,000,000.

(2) The amount authorized for the Navy is
reduced by $130,000,000.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

(3) The amount authorized for the Air
Force is reduced by $76,000,000.

(4) The amount authorized for the De-
fense Agencies is increased by $398,000,000.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pur-
suant to the rule, the gentleman from
Arizona [Mr. KyL] will be recognized
for 12% minutes and Member in oppo-
sition will be recognized for 12% min-
utes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Arizona [Mr. KyL].

Mr. KEYL. Mr. Chairman, when Sec-
retary of Defense Frank Carlucci took
office he was requested by Members of
this body to come to the Congress,
unlike his predecsessor, with his
bottom line—not an unrealistic re-
quest for defense spending generally
or specifically for programs like the
SDI. He did that.

As a matter of fact, when he came
before the Armed Services Committee,
our chairman, the gentleman from
Wisconsin [Mr. AsPrin] said this:
“Every Secretary of Defense comes
into office with certain strengths, and
I think all members of this committee
would agree that dealing with Con-
gress was not one of Cap’s strong suits.
But your cooperation has been really
exceptional, not just by comparison
with you immediate predecessors, but
by any standard I can think of.”

Mr. Chairman, Secretary Carlucci
was very cooperative. He came to us
with his bottom line, not the $6.2 bil-
lion that had originally been request-
ed, but a pared-down request of $4.5
billion. That represents 1.5 percent of
our total defense budget. That is not
too much money.

Well, what did the Congress do?
What did the House Armed Services
Committee do with this newly cooper-
ative Secretary of Defense? We really
kicked him in the shins, because we
cut his bare-boned request by another
20 percent down to $3.7 billion.

Now, we can argue here all day
about assertions, about experts, about
our own opinions of things, but I be-
lieve that we ought to rely upon the
people who we have put into positions
of responsibility to come to us with
recommendations for how we ought
approach this research program of
SDI.

We asked Secretary Carlucci to come
up with a bare-bones request, and he
did so.

I read before from his letter to the
chairman and to the ranking member
of this committee. I had to read too
fast, because time was short. I would
like just to reiterate one of the things
he said and to again emphasize that
this morning General Powell, the Na-
tional Security Adviser, told me that
he concurred fully with Secretary Car-
lucci’s remarks. I do this to make the
point that this is not some rightwing
bomb thrower talking. This is not a bi-
partisan Republican versus Democrat
issue. This is the National Security
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Advisor of the United States, Colin
Powell, a much respected man. And
Secretary of Defense Frank Carlucci,
who has become very respected be-
cause of his honesty in approaching
these budgeting questions. These are
the people who are saying these
words. The Secretary of Defense said:

I regret the reductions recommended by
the Armed Services Committee because
they would cause major restructuring and
delays in the program.

He said:

I urge you in the strongest possible terms
to oppose any such amendments—

Referring to the amendments to de-
crease the amount of funding below
that which he requested.

Again he said:

If the Congress sends the President a De-
fense bill that contains a funding level for
SDI that is in my view inadegquate, I would
have no choice but to recommend a veto of
that bill.

He concludes with these words:

While I would make such a recommenda-
tion with regret, I would not be living up to
my responsibilities to the President or to
the nation if I failed to do so.

My point again in quoting these
words is to try to elevate this debate,
to get away from the assertions and
counter assertions and the rather low
level that has characterized much of
the contentious argument in the past,
and instead to try to point out that
those people in whom we ought to
have the most respect and confidence
have told us that $4.5 billion is the ap-
propriate budget level for SDI for this
year.

We ignore these respected people’s
advice at our peril.

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Virginia [Mr. OLIN].

Mr. OLIN. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman from Missouri for yield-
ing this time.

Mr. Chairman, the Kyl amendment
would raise the SDI outlays about
$400 million above the DOD request.
This would have the effect of acceler-
ating the phase 1 deployment which is
currently being worked on.

There really is no official estimate,
but experts agree, I think, that the
cost of phase 1 would be somewhere in
the range of $75 to $150 billion by the
mid to late 1990's. If we had that
much money, which we do not, we do
not, we should not spend it on partial
deployment of technology that could
soon be rendered obsolete.
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The proposed system at best would
let through about half of the antici-
pated attacking warheads, more than
enough to destroy this Nation. Phase 1
has already cut into the basic research
necessary to create the ultimate hard-
ware that could supply us an efficient
and effective defense. Phase 1 would
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be destabilizing and premature and
could be a disaster, but more likely it
will expire by its own weight.

It is important for all of us to recog-
nize that we do not know how much it
would cost, how to protect it from
attack, how it will discriminate be-
tween attacking warheads and decoys,
how we would lift it into space, how
we are going to design components we
can afford, and how we could arrange
to have the system debugged.

Phase 1 is a premature concept that
should be put on the shelf.

Please vote against Kyl and for the
Bennett amendment when it comes to
the floor.

Mr. KEYL. Mr., Chairman, I yield 4
minutes to the gentleman from New
York [Mr. KEmrl.

Mr. KEMP. Mr. Chairman, I want to
congratulate the gentleman from Ari-
zona [Mr. KviL] for his efforts not
only on this amendment but on this
whole debate over the defense bill.
Certainly the ultimate question of de-
fense is how do we protect ourselves
against the threat of a nuclear attack
and also against an accidental launch,
which is something that I plan to be
talking about a little bit later in the
debate.

In terms of cost, I want to remind
my colleagues who talk about the cost
of SDI ad nauseam, that the Kyl SDI
amendment, I believe, is around 1.5
percent of the total defense effort of
the United States of America. To go
below that level it seems clear to many
of us who have been watching this
SDI Program for a number of years, is
going to jeopardize early deployment
and cut back on the whole SDI effort
which is needed, in my view, to help
accelerate building a strategic defense.
I do not need to tell anybody, and I do
not believe we ought to spend money
just because the Soviet Union is spend-
ing money, but it is obvious they are
up to something with their ABM
system around Moscow, their incredi-
ble effort on ballistic missile defense,
antitactical ballistic missile defense,
air defense, civil defense, and SDI de-
fense. Whether these figures are total-
ly accurate or not is subject to specula-
tion but according to the Department
of Defense later and publication on
Soviet military power, the assessment
is, the Soviet space program is about
$80 billion over the last 10 years, their
strategic defense program is $200 bil-
lion in the decade of the 1980's. Not-
withstanding the fact we will not
spend $200 billion on SDI in the
1980’s, we are not going to spend any-
where near it, we are talking about an
effort to bring an acceleration or bring
the program back to its original
design. I strongly favor it. I think this
is a key SDI vote in 1988.

Earlier I had gotten up and spoke
during general debate and pointed out
that Churchill told the House of Com-
mons in 1944 that the Germans
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launched 2,750 flying bombs, V-1
bombs. Churchill went on to say
thanks to air defense, which the Brit-
ish had because of Churchill’s leader-
ship, a large proportion of those buzz
bombs or V-1 rockets had been shot
down. Churchill concluded by noting
that the air force, confronted with the
somewhat novel task of facing a pro-
jectile, found new methods of defense
every day.

The question of faith always comes
up. Who do we have more faith in,
American technology and our scientif-
ic community or Members of Congress
and the so-called OTA who do nothing
but criticize the SDI Program and tre-
mendous application of technology
that has been accelerating and has
been coming on stream in the last sev-
eral years? As the author Tom Clancy
wrote in the Wall Street Journal the
other day, these critics are 20th centu-
ry Luddites.

I just want to say I do not think we
have to put faith in the Kyl amend-
ment or in Kemp or in Stratton or
Dickinson or any one person but it is
the same faith in American technolo-
gy that John F, Kennedy spoke of in
1961 when he said America is going to
go to the Moon. He did not say that
we are going to research it. He said we
are going to go to the Moon because it
is in the best interests of this country
to put a man on the Moon in the
1960’s. Let me tell my colleagues that
it is much more important to protect
America and our allies and the Ameri-
can people and our defense deterrent
from the threat of a nuclear attack on
the United States of America. I think
it helps ensure that the arms control
process will work. I strongly favor the
Kyl amendment and I want to thank
the gentleman from Arizona for
taking the lead in this “House of Com-
mons” in the 1980's. He is Churchil-
lian in his perception of the threat
that we face and the national effort
that we need to make sure America is
defended against this threat.

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume,

Mr. Chairman, I am driven to make
a slight historical correction to the
gentleman from New York.

I do admire his recollection of the
battle against the V-1's, but it should
also be pointed out that 25 percent of
them fortunately never made it to the
coast of Great Britain, and ended up
in the English Channel.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 4 minutes to
the gentleman from Florida [Mr. BEN-
NETTI.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Chairman,
something has changed a little bit
from last year. I have been trying to
keep to the best of my ability, with
others, these figures within some
realm of logical effect. Mr. Chairman,
$3 billion is the maximum amount
really that is needed for a research
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program and that is the kind of evi-
dence we have. Yet we have General
Abrahamson suggesting he would like
to have $45 billion more to be distrib-
uted in this program of preliminary
activity with regard to SDI. This is in
the reserach program.

What has that brought about? What
has that push for additional money
done? I find in many congressional dis-
tricts Congressmen are now telling me
that, “I now have a parochial interest.
It is now difficult for me to be with
you on SDI because we have blue
collar jobs.”

I now find when I talk to people
about SDI that most of the people
that turn me down in my efforts to
have a reasonable forward-pushing
thing for just adequate research and
not any great expansion, many of
them are telling me that, “Now I
cannot do that because I have a paro-
chial interest in my district,” or they
say sometimes, “in my State.”

That is a very alarming thing be-
cause if that continues there is no way
which we can stop this program if it is
a bad program. It will just continue to
roll over and we will spend more and
more money on it. What does that do
to the national defense of our coun-
try? I will tell my colleagues what it
does. I am chairman of the Subcom-
mittee on Seapower and Strategic and
Critical Materials and I see a fight to
try to get 15 carriers when in fact the
Joint Chiefs of Staff say that we
ought to have 21 carriers, but that
they will settle for 15. I have a hard
time getting 15 carriers because there
is not enough money. There are three
times the number of Warsaw Pact
tanks today in Europe that we have,
three times the artillery, and we are
not taking care of our conventional
weaponry. That is the real kind of war
which is likely to be the one actually
to be fought. We are dreaming about a
type of war that is not likely to ever
oceur.

I will give my colleagues an illustra-
tion in my own experience. I was an
infantry soldier in World War II in the
Pacific. I fought against the Japanese,
In many places the Japanese would be
in a nipa hut. Against a nipa hut I
could take one of my chambers of my
weapon and I could empty it in a nipa
hut and kill every Japanese soldier in
that hut without any difficulty. I
myself could do it alone.

‘When I approached, as I often did, a
cave that had been dug out perhaps
from a rocky location and was used by
the Japanese soldiers, I had to take at
least a squad, probably a platoon, and
put more stuff on it. That is exactly
the situation with regard to this ap-
proach for SDI. Nobody, Mr. Chair-
man, nobody, no scientists say this can
be an umbrella over all of the United
States. They all say a certain percent-
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age will get through. Most of them say
not 50 percent can be stopped.

I am a combat soldier. I had 5 years
in the infantry in World War II. I
know what I am talking about. I know
when we can penetrate a shield that
then we put all the more weapons we
can possibly put on it. What is going
to happen here? The Russians already
have 10,000 rounds. Suppose we stop
90 percent from coming in? That 10
percent that gets through could kill
my hometown, the 17th largest city in
the United States. It could kill all the
towns larger and they would still have
980 rounds left for the rest of the
United States, 980 rounds. Each of
those are much more powerful than
the Hiroshima and Nagasaki bombs.
What a disaster. What a disaster.

That is what we are asking for in
this escalation of this funding.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BENNETT. I yield to the gentle-
man from Washington.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I want
to rise in strong support of the Ben-
nett amendment. I know we are dis-
cussing the Kyl amendment, but I rise
in support of the Bennett amendment.

Mr. Chairman, to go above the com-
mittee number here would be a serious
mistake. This program has fundamen-
tal problems. It should be a research
program. This rush to deployment
under phase 1 is a mistake.

We all have read the OTA state-
ment, and I resent very much the gen-
tleman saying that we should not rely
on it.

I have read it. The OTA statement is
a strong indictment of this entire pro-

gram.

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
California [Mr. DELLUMS].

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the distinguished gentleman
from Missouri [Mr. SkELTON] for yield-
ing me this time.

Mr. Chairman, later in this debate
we will be offering an amendment,
perhaps the only amendment that
raises the policy consideration, one not
dealing simply with dollars, but in the
few moments that I have I would like
to address the dollars issue because
two of my colleagues have stated on
the floor that the amount of money
that we are talking about there is
slightly in excess of 1 percent of the
total military budget.

I would like to assert that that is,
with all due respect, a rather superfi-
cial presentation of what the economic
impact of all of this really is. Many of
my colleagues have already stated, and
later in the day will again point out,
the absurdity and lack of effectiveness
of this potential weapons system. Let
us focus on the dollars, however. Gen-
eral Abrahamson, who is the Director
of the Strategic Defense Initiative
Office, has stated clearly and without

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

equivocation that over the next 5
years there will be a need to authorize
and appropriate $45 billion just to de-
termine at the end of that expenditure
whether it is even feasible to go for-
ward or not. So we will be expected to
pump in $45 billion additional over a
5-year period just to determine that
question.

One does not have to be a brilliant
mathematician to understand the eco-
nomic budgetary implication of that.
That means that we will have to spend
approximately $9 billion per year for
the next 5 years just to get to answer
the question of feasibility. My col-
leagues and I operate within the con-
fines of the gestalt, the total of our
budget. We are here charged with the
responsibility of determining prior-
ities, We are operating within the stat-
utory constraints of Gramm-Rudman
which requires that we deal with the
deficit.

How are we going to expend an aver-
age of $9 billion per year for the next
5 years just to answer the question of
feasibility and address the myriad of
problems that confront us as well par-
ticularly in view of the OTA report
and other significant Nobel laureates
who have come to realize that this is a
futile program?

The second economic issue that
needs to be looked at is that General
Abrahamson again states that if we go
forward with phase 1, and we are
going to demonstrate during the
course of time that we command the
time on this floor that we are talking
about maybe a 30-percent-effective
system, but General Abrahamson says
it will cost us between $75 and $150
billion in order to arrive not at a
system that will give the American
people a population defense shield but
a system that will only defend nuclear
weapons and only do that to the
degree of 30 percent effectiveness.

Mr. Chairman, $9 billion per year for
the next 5 years will decimate us, $75
to $150 billion with a megabillion-
dollar deficit will decimate us. We
cannot continue on an irrational basis
to go forward propagandizing the
American people that we are going to
build a Houston Astrodome over
America when we know that even the
Pentagon has stated that we are talk-
ing about point defense.
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Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
South Carolina [Mr. SPRATT].

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
this time.

Mr. Chairman, may I ask the gentle-
man from Arizona [Mr. KyL], who is
the sponsor of this amendment, I be-
lieve this amendment increases the au-
thorization for SDI by $800 million
over the committee’s approval?
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Mr. KYL. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. SPRATT. I will be happy to
yield to the gentleman.

Mr, KYL. That is correct.

Mr. SPRATT. That $800 million
under our rule has to come from some-
where. Where did it come from with
respect to the Army, the Navy, Air
Force programs? What are we taking
out of this program in the way of con-
ventional and other defense to provide
this $800 million?

Mr. KYL. The real answer is we are
not taking anything. The original was
$4.5 billion, and then the House Com-
mittee on Armed Services reduced the
$4.5 billion down to $3.7 billion, and it
redistributed that $192 million to the
Army, $130 million to the Navy, $76
million to the Air Force, $402 million
to defense agencies, and that money
was not originally provided for those
agencies, but was taken away from
8DI, given to those agencies, and I
would propose that they be returned
to SDI.

Mr. SPRATT. Those technologies
that would have been purchased with
that $800 million include, as I under-
stand it, submarine research, antiar-
mor research in the Army, convention-
al add-ons on other research in the Air
Force. Can you identify what we are
eliminating that was added into the
budget if your amendment is adopted?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. (Mr.
GRaY of Illinois). The time of the gen-
tleman from South Carolina has ex-
pired.

Mr. KYL. Mr. Chairman, let me take
a minute to respond to the gentleman
from South Carolina [Mr. SPrRaTT].

As the gentleman is aware, the pro-
grams to which he referred were al-
ready being funded. These were not
programs only funded by this money
redistributed from SDI. These moneys
were merely being added to already
existing programs. Second, the gentle-
man from Washington had earlier in-
dicated that same argument, and I
point out to him this money is simply
being redistributed back to SDI.

The gentleman from Florida [Mr.
BENNETT] has made a point about
funding, the need to fund other pro-
grams as well, conventional programs
and others, and I think that is certain-
1y a valid point.

That is why I proposed a couple of
days ago to steadily and slowly in-
crease defense spending. We need in-
creases across the board. We do not
need to take it at the cost of SDI.

Let me reiterate the numbers, Mr.
Chairman. Out of a $300-billion de-
fense budget, we are here talking
either about the Carlucci proposal
which is my amendment at 1% percent
of the entire defense budget or the
committee proposal which is 1% per-
cent of the entire defense budget.
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I think it is a ludicrous argument to
contend that the SDI Program is steal-
ing money from other programs and is
breaking the back of these other pro-
grams, The fact of the matter is that,
like, the gentleman from California
[Mr. DeELLums] has indicated before,
he would just as soon there would be
no SDI Program and has called for an
honest debate about whether we
ought to have any spending for it
rather than simply letting it starve by
amounts of funding that permit it to
starve but do not actually cut it off.

Mr. Chairman, I suggest we ought to
be restoring the funding level suggest-
ed by Secretary Carlucci.

Mr. KEMP. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. KYL. I will be happy to yield to
the gentleman.

Mr. KEMP, Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

I want to respond to the argument
made by the gentleman from Califor-
nia who is always so articulate in his
objections to the purpose of a strate-
gic defense for America which is not to
put a shield or a dome or Astrodome
over the United States.

We all recognize that that is not pos-
sible, but it is possible to introduce
doubt into the minds of the Soviet
Union as to the efficacy or ability or
efficiency of ever attacking the United
States of America with impunity, and
if we can introduce that doubt into
their mind, it will reduce the chances
of nuclear war, and since the gentle-
man from California is in favor of re-
ducing those either by accident or by
design, it seems to me he should not
be saying, as he does, the purpose of
SDI is to shield the whole country. It
is to introduce doubt as to the ability
of the Soviets ever to attack the
United States.

I think that this is well worth the
money that is being spent.

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. KYL. I am happy to yield to the
gentleman.

Mr. KASICH, Mr. Chairman, I think
it is worth pointing out that we have
heard discussion about Nobel laure-
ates, and the Democrats’ expert ex-
traordinaire on defense, Sam NUNN,
has now come out in favor of the con-
cept of a limited defense.

You do not have to have a total
shield in order for an SDI Program, in
order for it to be effective, and I
happen to agree with that Democrat.
He may be on the ticket, and the
Democrats may be looking for some-
body who can have a more moderating
position on defense, and I endorse
what Senator NUNN says.

It is very, very significant that he
believes like we do that these first
steps are absolutely critical and per-
fection is not the only thing we are
looking for, as the gentleman from
New York just pointed out.
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Mr. LAGOMARSINO. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. KYL. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. Mr. Chair-
man, I support the gentleman’s
amendment and urge my colleagues to
support it.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of
the strategic defense initiative and in
opposition to the amendments that
further reduce funding for this impor-
tant defense program.

During the past three decades deter-
rence has been based on our ability to
use offensive nuclear weapons to re-
taliate against any attack. Sadly, we
once did have to use these awful weap-
ons in defense—we bombed Hiroshima
and Nagasaki. Isn’t it time we took
steps that will permit us to do some-
thing to counter nuclear weapons,
rather than live with them in fear?
Many of my colleagues believe the
answer lies not in the SDI but only in
reaching further arms control agree-
ments. Despite serious Soviet viola-
tions to present arms control agree-
ments, these same members ignore
Soviet noncompliance and tell us that
greater trust and understanding will
lead to arms control. I guess that's the
same trust and understanding the
Afghan people had with the Soviets, It
nearly cost the Afghans their country
and it did cost the lives of hundreds of
thousands of their countrymen. Exam-
ining the track record of Soviet com-
pliance with arms control agreements,
I believe that realism, not just trust,
will lead to arms control. Realism dic-
tates that there is a need for a strate-
gic defense to complement our arms
control efforts.

Also, to the extent that arms control
reduces the number of nuclear war-
heads the more effective a SDI system
can be.

The concept of pursuing defenses is
not new. In fact, it is wholly consistent
with deterrence. It was actually being
pursued during the Carter administra-
tion, but not in a very comprehensive
or cohesive way. The reasoning is very
logical. The policy of mutually assured
destruction [MAD] has worked thus
far, but the costs of a potential break-
down are great. I believe it is far safer
to protect America with a ‘“shield”
than with the present “sword”’—the
threat of an unsurvivable nuclear hol-
ocaust should deterrence breakdown.
In addition, an effective strategic de-
fense can enhance deterrence by
greatly complicating the war plans of
the attacking nation. If greater uncer-
tainty about the outcome of initiating
such an attack can be achieved, de-
fenses will have contributed to deter-
rence and stability.

Great strides have been made in our
ability to track and intercept missiles
before they reach their targets. The
goal we seek is a system that can inter-
cept deadly ballistic missiles in all
phases of their flight. In this debate
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many opponents of the SDI will cite
Nobel laureates and other distin-
guished physicists in arguing that the
SDI is not feasible or safe. I urge these
members to carefully examine the de-
tails of the reports they are quoting.
Unfortunately, many are flawed in im-
portant respects and include mislead-
ing information. My well-informed
friend, Mr. HypE of Illinois, has pro-
vided me with a brief article written
by an expert physicist with 25 years
experience in defense work that ana-
lyzes these ‘“great scientists” reports
in layman’s terms. I shall submit this
brief analysis for the Recorp. I think
you will be very surprised at how
much wrong information on the SDI
there has been and how little true
facts have been considered. I urge my
c;:;lleagnes to review this short analy-
sis.

While there has been much debate
on the American SDI Program, many
have conveniently ignored or denied
the Soviet SDI Program. The Soviet
Union has always considered defense
to be a central part of its national se-
curity policy. In addition to their com-
prehensive air defense and civil de-
fense network, the Soviets are engaged
in developing a rapidly deployable
anti-ballistic missile [ABM] system
that could be deployable within 10
years. Thus, the SDI is a very prudent
response to the very active Soviet
ABM development and provides insur-
ance against Soviet breakout.

I will give Mikhail Gorbachev credit
for the good PR work he has done. His
propaganda against our defensive ef-
forts have pulled the wool over many
folk’s eyes. In discrediting our legiti-
mate defensive needs he has managed
to distract attention from his own
greater, more intensive strategic de-
fense system. Within the last decade
the CIA estimates that the Kremlin
has spent $150 billion, yes, that’s $150
billion, on its version of the SDI. Ac-
cording to a respected group of Soviet
dissident scientists, including some we
in Congress helped emigrate, the Sovi-
ets devote much more of its efforts
and resources into its own SDI Pro-
gram than we do. They also warned
that the Soviet Union would likey con-
tinue to proceed with its SDI even if it
signed an agreement not to. They rec-
ommended that we not yield on devel-
opment of the strategic defense peace
shield.

The Soviets, in violation of the ABM
Treaty, have developed a countrywide
ABM capability. The Krasnoyarsk
radar proves that. They are developing
a new ABM system, based on two-
layers of defense: silo-based Galosh
missiles for long-range interception
and silo-based high-acceleration mis-
siles which can discriminate between
real reentry vehicles and decoys inside
the atmosphere. Soviet advances in
conventional surface-to-air missiles
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have given many battlefield SAMS
ABM capabilities. The Soviets are way
ahead in laser technology develop-
ments. They also continue research
and development of particle beam
weapons, radio-frequency weapons, ki-
netic energy weapons, and computer
and sensor technologies. Contrary to
their propaganda, which many of my
colleagues seem to be taking at face
value, the Soviets are very interested
and deeply committed to their own
SDI. In fact, Soviet ballistic missile de-
fense activities are so extensive that
Moscow now has the potential to
break out of the ABM Treaty much
more rapidly than the United States
can respond. It is clear beyond a doubt
that the Soviets are moving right
along at a quick pace to deploy their
own strategic defense while we debate
abouts sums that are only drops in the
bucket compared to their extensive
program.

Critics assert that the SDI cripples
arms control. This is not true. Obvi-
ously the Soviets believe the two go to-
gether—they are pursuing strategic
defense and claim they are serious
about arms control. As Zbigniew Brze-
zinski, President Carter’s national se-
curity adviser, said, the Soviets would
not even be at the negotiating table
with our country had it not been for
the President’s commitment to the
SDI. The SDI is a very promising arms
control mechanism. By providing a de-
fensive shield, it reduces the need for
nuclear missiles making reduction
agreements more attractive and ob-
tainable. The SDI coupled with arms
reductions makes the argument that
the Soviets can overwhelm our de-
fenses moot. Even at partial effective-
ness, the SDI denies any power the
ability to carry out a successful first
strike—further enhancing deterrence
and making arms reduction proposals
more acceptable. I urge Members to
note that while we have been pursuing
the SDI real progress has been made
in arms control: The INF Treaty and
advances on start. With the Moscow
summit just around the corner, and
with our negotiators making progress
in Geneva, it is unwise for Congress to
restrict this important program. The
SDI, in addition to providing America
with a sound defense, also keeps the
Soviets serious at the negotiations
table. Congress would be sending a
very negative signal to the negotia-
tions if we reduce SDI funding.

The SDI is already providing us with
numerous spin-offs allowing us to
make advances in medicine, materials
construction, food irradiation, and en-
gines—for automobiles, jets, and rock-
ets. The nonmilitary benefits of the
SDI are numerous and are convenient-
1y ignored by SDI critics.

The SDI provides America with an
alternative to our current dependence
on nuclear weapons for national de-
fense. It also provides protection
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against an accidental launch by the
Soviets or some other power—a capa-
bility we are dangerously lacking
today. I urge my colleagues to ignore
what the Soviets are saying about the
SDI—look at their actions. They are
developing an SDI at a greater pace.
With our commitment to the SDI,
they have come to the arms control
table. Actions speak louder than
words. Let’s take action now and pre-
serve the necessary funding for the
SDI and show the world we are com-
mitted to peace and security based on
full armor—a shield and a sword, not
just the bloody sword.
[From the National Review, May 4, 1987]
SDI WATCH

A committee of distinguished physicists
released a report on SDI a few weeks ago
that said that substantial progress had been
made, but that it will take ten years or more
to find out whether the U.S. can shoot down
Soviet ICBMs with lasers and particle
beams.

The report was commissioned by the
American Physical Society, the nation's
leading organization of physicists, and pre-
pared by “scientists of great eminence,” as
the New York Times pointed out, including
three Nobel laureates. Its view of SDI is
more pessimistic than the one held by scien-
tists in the government, who believe that
within five to seven years they can reach a
decision on whether to go ahead with laser
weapons and the like.

The committee of physicists considered
only lasers and particle beams—the more
exotic components of SDI research. It did
not discuss the only kind of missile defense
actually being considered by the Depart-
ment of Defense for deployment in this cen-
tury. This defense involves the humdrum
technology of heat-seeking missiles like the
Sidewinder, which are routinely used in air
defense. The heat-seeking missile homes in
on and collides with its quarry, attracted by
the heat it emits, and destroys it by the
force of the impact.

These heat-seeking missiles in their “Star
Wars" form are stored in pods on satellites
and are called SBKKVs, which stands for
space-based kinetic kill vehicles (the name
comes from the fact that the kinetic energy
released in the collision “kills"” the ICBM).
SBKEKYVs received high marks recently from
the Marshall Institute and in a congression-
al testimony by General Abrahamson, direc-
tor of the SDI project. They do not require
any radical new developments in technolo-
gy, and the annual cost for building a de-
fense around them would be only a few per-
cent of the total defense budget.

When the scientists working for SDI start-
ed their labors three years ago, defenses
using lasers, particle beams, and kinetic kill
vehicles or heat-seeking missiles were all
considered to be good possibilities. They still
are. But over the course of these three years
of research, it gradually became clear that
the heat-seeking missile was a more mature
technology than the laser or the particle
beam, and was the best bet for a defense to
meet the Soviet missile threat in this centu-

ry.

At any rate, the report by the physicists’
committee focused on lasers and particle
beams, and left out SBKKVs. The result is a
very impressive document, loaded with
equations and written by physicists for
physicists. Needless to say, it has been ex-
amined with some curiosity by the scientists
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at Los Alamos and Livermore whose work
was the main basis of the government’s
faster timetable for an SDI decision.

These government scientists started from
the same facts and used the same basic
equations as the outsiders. It is hard to see
how one group of scientists could decide
that the country might have the answers on
a Space Shield in as little as five years,
while another group, using the same facts
and equations, says it will take at least ten
years. Presumably the physicists and the
Nobel Prizes are right. Where did the ones
working for the government go wrong?

Hoping to find out, the government physi-
cists got copies of the report. They were
prepared to be impressed, and maybe to
learn something. They poked around, and
they found some peculiar things,

For example, the report says that one
hundred nuclear reactors would have to be
put into orbit to provide “housekeeping”
power for the one hundred laser-equipped
satellites that would make up the heart of
the defense. “Housekeeping” means operat-
ing the satellite’s computers and radios,
keeping its temperature right, firing the
little rockets that adjust its altitude, and so
on. This was an important conclusion, be-
cause the image of one hundred large
chunks of radioactive material whizzing
overhead is disturbing. As the New York
Times pointed out, “It undercuts the asser-
tloE that the defense would be non-nucle-

Well, the prediction of one hundred nucle-
ar reactors depends on an assumption made
by the committee of physicists. The assump-
tion is that satellite housekeeping requires
between 100,000 and 700,000 watts of elec-
tric power. Providing a continuous supply of
that much electric power in space would cer-
tainly require nuclear reactors.

But the amount of power needed for satel-
lite housekeeping is well known. It is not
hundreds of thousands of watts, it is only a
few thousand watts—one hundred times less
than the report said. This relatively small
amount of power—about what an average
household uses—is routinely supplied to a
satellite by solar cells on the sunlit side of
its orbit, and by storage batteries on the
dark side. Nuclear reactors are not needed.

Why did the committee of physicists make
an error by a factor of one hundred on the
housekeeping requirements of the laser sat-
ellites? They mention that power is needed
to operate radars on the satellites, and
indeed a microwave radar does take a lot of
power—but SDI does not plan to use any
power-hungry microwave radars on its satel-
lites. And they mention the power needed to
cool the laser mirrors—but those mirrors
only need heavy cooling during the few min-
utes the actual battle lasts, and even that
cooling is accomplished by circulating fluid
through the mirrors, and not with electrici-
ty.

The report also mentions that one billion
watts of power is needed to run a neutral-
particle-beam weapon. That might indeed
be a daunting requirement. But the neutral-
particle-beam weapon is being designed to
produce one-hundred-million-volt particles
with a current of one-tenth of an ampere.
From Physics I, watts=volts x amps, and
that gives ten million watts for the power of
the beam produced by this gadget. For
every watt that comes out, about three
watts has to be put in, which means thirty
million watts of power has to be supplied to
run the device.

So thirty million watts is the requirement
for a particle-beam weapon. But the report
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by the committee of physicists says one bil-
lion watts is needed. That is roughly thirty
times more than the right answer.

As with the excess factor of one hundred
for housekeeping power, this error by a
factor of thirty is in a direction that makes
defending the U.S. against Soviet missiles
seem harder than it really is and the timeta-
ble for reaching the SDI goal seem longer.

It is beginning to be clear why the com-
mittee of physicists said the U.S. would
need ten years to make a decision on SDI's
laser weapons. It is also clearer how two
competent groups of scientists, both work-
ing with the laws of nature, could reach dif-
ferent conclusions. The calculations by the
committee of physicists were first-class, but
some of their assumptions were flawed and
s0, therefore, were their conclusions.

Another important finding in the commit-
tee’s report—item number one in the execu-
tive summary—says that chemical lasers
have only been tested at a power somewhat
above 200,000 watts, and must still be beefed
up by another two “orders of magnitude” to
be effective as space weapons. An “order of
magnitude” means a factor of ten, and two
“orders of magnitude” means a factor of
one hundred. A hundredfold increase in the
power of a 200,000-watt laser means build-
ing a laser with a power of many millions of
watts.

But SDI demonstrated a multimillion-watt
laser more than a year ago, and the Soviets
have had multimillion-watt lasers in their
own “Star Wars"” program for several years.
In fact, the Soviets have a number of multi-
million-watt lasers operating in their weap-
ons labs right now. Soviet scientists claim
these are for “medical research,” but since
they can blow a hole a foot in diameter in
your body in one second, that seems unlike-
ly.

As the physicists’ report notes, “substan-
tial progress” is being made in the field of
ultra-powerful lasers. That seems to be so in
the Soviet Union as well as in the United
States. Why, then, the pessimism? Part of
the problem seems to be that the basic as-
sumptions in the report are biased toward a
pessimistic conclusion. The remainder of
the difficulty may be connected with the
mentality of some research scientists. As
one of their own observed recently, that
mentality is like a laser beam—very pene-
trating, but very narrow. Scientists have
always been poor at forecasting progress in
practical applications of their research. Per-
haps the most famous forecast, and the one
most germane to SDI, was offered by Van-
nevar Bush, science czar for the government
during World War II, who said to President
Truman after the war, “People ... have
been talking about a three-thousand-mile
rocket going from one continent to another
carrying an atomic bomb . . . I think we can
leave that out of our thinking.”

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 30 seconds to the gentleman
from California [Mr. DELLUMS].

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I will
simply respond to my colleagues that
remember the President of the United
States, President Reagan, sold the
strategic defense initiative to the
American people as a population-de-
fense shield. He apparently is the only
American citizen who was in elective
office, well, two, Mr. DorNAN, who be-
lieves that is feasible. Only two people
in America who are in elective office
believe that can take place.
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Even the gentleman from New York
[Mr. Kemp] says that that cannot
happen, and that is a major and im-
portant ingredient.

Mr. KEYL. Mr. Chairman, I think the
last argument is really a red herring.
The fact of the matter is that National
Security Adviser Colin Powell, Secre-
tary of Defense Carlucci, General
Abrahamson, and other experts who
have appeared before us have made it
crystal clear how this phased program,
beginning with a research program,
evolving into a first phase, and evolv-
ing into a follow-on phase, can provide
the deterrence.

What the gentleman from New York
[Mr. KEmpr] pointed out is that it puts
significant doubt into the minds of the
Soviet planners so as to preclude them
from launching this kind of devastat-
ing attack.

I would like to conclude by saying all
my amendment does is restore the
amount of funding requested by Secre-
tary Carlucci when he came before the
committee.

We are talking about 1% percent of
the entire defense budget. This will
not cripple defense spending in other
areas, and it is a legitimate request of
the experts in which this Congress
ought to have some confidence.

I hope the Members will support
this effort and at a minimum will sup-
port the request for the $3.7 billion
spending level.

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I have re-
maining.

I am recalling the words of my
fellow Missourian, Mark Twain, who
once said, “The more you explain it to
me, the more I don't understand it.”

As a result of this debate, those of us
who are about to cast a vote on this
very, very important, terribly impor-
tant, issue, I think we should probably
recapitulate and see where we are and
what the issues before us are at this
moment,

First, let us look at the figures, be-
cause this is a monetary debate. We
are looking at figures as opposed to
facts supporting it, because we all
know that this SDI system is a terribly
important system.

Fiscal year 1988, and that is last
year’s appropriation, was $3.9 billion.
The request this year coming from the
administration is $4.9 billion. Not long
ago the Committee on Armed Services
came forth with a recommendation of
$4.1 billion based upon the limits I had
heretofore mentioned, the various con-
straints and various other areas which
we wished to fund.

Also, taking into this equation, we
must see that the Senate Armed Serv-
ices Committee authorized $4.6 billion.
In line with that, we have four amend-
ments that are before us in the next
several minutes.
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The first is from the gentleman
from Arizona [Mr. KvL]l, who would
put the figure at $4.9 billion.

Mr. DREIER of California. Mr. Chairman,
one of our colleagues who is opposed to the
development and deployment of a strategic
defensive weapons system has stated that,
“SDI is not just another research program. It
represents a radical shift in the Nation’s nu-
clear strategy.” While our colleague correctly
notes that SDI is a shift in our nuclear strate-
gy, he appears to have missed the signifi-
cance of this “shift.”

President Reagan's strategic defense initia-
tive [SDI] is the most significant policy devel-
opment since the beginning of the nuclear
era. It represents a shift toward deterrence
based primarily on strategic defenses and
away from our current deterrent. Today, the
United States can only defend against a nu-
clear attack by increasing the number and so-
phistication of our offensive nuclear arsenal.
This policy of deterrence by nuclear terror,
better known by its acronym MAD [or mutually
assured destruction], is loosing its effective-
ness as the Soviet Union accelerates the de-
velopment of its own strategic defense pro-
gram.

| support the Kyl amendment to increase
the Armed Services Committee authorization
of $4.1 billion for SDI in fiscal year 1989 to
the requested level of $4.9 billion. | also
oppose amendments which reduce the com-
mittee funding level or would micromanage al-
location of SDI funds within the overall SDI
budget. Reductions and restrictions of this
type would further hamper efforts to provide
continuity in SDI's critical research programs
on which our current national security systems
depend. In addition, these reductions and re-
strictions would force premature choices and
cancellation of competition in several of the
key SDI projects. | should not need to point
out that this competition helps to assure cost-
efficient and effective programs. These
amendments are thinly disguised attempts to
sabotage any prospects for near-term deploy-
ment

The Director of the Strategic Defense Initia-
tive Organization [SDIO], which oversees the
entire project, has warned that in limiting the
funds available for phase 1, the Spratt amend-
ment would also constrain important follow-on
technologies. This action, coupled with overall
funding reductions, would result in further
delays in the program.

Mr. Chairman, | would like to read a state-
ment by General Secretary Gorbachev of No-
vember 30, 1987, in which he acknowledged
that the Soviet Union is involved in strategic
defense research. "The Soviet Union is doing
all that the United States is doing, and | guess
we are engaged in research, basic research,
which relates to these aspects which are cov-
ered by the SDI of the United States.” Mr.
Gorbachev only failed to note that the Soviet
Union has been conducting such research
since the 1870's and that the Soviet effort into
all aspects of strategic defense has been con-
sistently far more vigorous than that of the
United States.

While United States leaders have consist-
ently maintained that a nuclear war cannot be
won and should never be fought, Soviet civil-
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ian and military leaders have historically indi-
cated their belief that such a war may well be
fought, and won, under certain circumstances.
Fortunately for the Kremlin, it does not have
the United States Congress to tie its hands in
the development and deployment of forces
necessary to support a nuclear-war-winning
strategy.

| urge my colleagues to join me in support-
ing the Kyl amendment, which provides for the
President Reagan’s requested funding for SDI,
in order to ensure its rapid development and
early deployment.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. All
time has expired.

The question is on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Arizo-
na [Mr. KyLl.

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the noes
appeared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. KYL. Mr. Chairman, I demand a
recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic
device, and there were—ayes 105, noes
312, not voting 14, as follows:

[Roll No. 98]
AYES—105
Archer Gingrich Oxley
Armey Hall (TX) Packard
Badham Hammerschmidt Parris
Baker Hansen Pashayan
Bartlett Harris Porter
Barton Hefley Quillen
Bateman Hiler Rhodes
Bentley Hollowsay Richardson
Bevill Houghton Robinson
Bilirakis Hunter Schaefer
Bliley Hyde Shaw
Broomfield Inhofe Shumway
Bunning Ireland Shuster
Burton Kasich Skeen
Callahan Kemp Slaughter (VA)
Cheney Kyl Smith (TX)
Col Xy X sino Smith, Robert
Combest Latta (NH)
Courter Lent Solomon
Cralg Lewls (CA) Spence
Crane Lewis (FL) Stratton
Dannemeyer Livingston Stump
Davis (IL) Lott Sundquist
Delay Lowery (CA) Sweeney
DeWine Lujan Swindall
Dickinson Lukens, Donald Taylor
DioG Lungren Vander Jagt
Dornan (CA) Mack Vucanovich
Dreier Martin (NY) Walker
Edwards (OK) MecCandless Weber
Emerson MeCollum Wilson
Erdreich McCrery Wolf
Fields McEwen Wortley
Flippo Michel Young (FL)
Gallegly Miller (OH)
Gekas Moorhead
NOES—312

Ackerman Bilbray Byron
Akaka Boehlert Campbell
Alexander Boggs Cardin
Anderson Boland Carper
Andrews Bonior Carr
Annunzio Bonker Chandler
Anthony Borski Chapman
Applegate Bosco Chappell
Aspin Boucher Clarke
Atkins Boxer Clay
AuCoin Brennan Clement
Ballenger Brooks Clinger

Brown (CA) Coats
Bates Brown (CO) Coble
Beilenson Bruce Coelho
Bennett Bryant Coleman (MO)
Bereuter Buechner Collins
Berman Bustamante Conte
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Conyers Kaptur Ravenel
Cooper Kastenmeler Regula
Coughlin Kennedy Ridge
Coyne Eennelly Rinaldo
Crockett Kildee Ritter
Darden Kleczka Roberts
Davis (MI) Kolbe Rodino
de la Garza Kolter Roe
DeFazio Konnyu Rogers
Dellums Kostmayer Rose
Derrick LaFalce Rostenkowskl
Dicks Lancaster Roth
Dingell Lantos Roukema
Dixon Leach (IA) Rowland (CT)
Donne! Leath (TX) Rowland (GA)
Dorgan (ND) Lehman (CA) Roybal
wdy Lehman (FL) Russo
Downey Leland Sabo
Durbin Levin (MI) Saiki
Dwyer Levine (CA) Savage
Dymally Lewis (GA) Sawyer
Early Lightfoot Saxton
Inski Scheuer
Edwards (CA) Lloyd Schneider
Lowry (WA) Schroeder
Espy Luken, Thomas Schuette
Evans MacKay Schulze
Fascell Madigan Schumer
Fawell Manton Sensenbrenner
Fazio Markey Sharp
Feighan Marlenee Shays
Fish Martinez Sikorski
Flake Matsul Sisisky
Florio Mavroules Skaggs
Foglietta Mazzoli Skelton
Foley McCloskey Slattery
Ford (MI) McCurdy Slaughter (NY)
Ford (TN) McDade Smith (FL)
Frank McGrath Smith (IA)
Frenzel McHugh Smith (NE)
Frost McMillan (NC) Smith (NJ)
Gallo McMillen (MD) Smith, Denny
Garcia Meyers (OR)
Gaydos Mfume Smith, Robert
Gejdenson Miller (CA) (OR)
Gephardt Miller (WA) Snowe
Gibbons Mineta Solarz
Gilman Moakley Spratt
Glickman Molinari 8t Germain
Gonzalez Mollohan Staggers
Goodling Montgomery Stallings
Gordon Moody Stangeland
Gradison Morella Stark
Grandy Morrison (CT) Stenholm
Grant Morrison (WA) Studds
Gray (IL) Mrazek Bwift
Gray (PA) Murphy Synar
Green Murtha Tallon
Gregg Myers Tauke
Guarini Nagle Tauzin
Gunderson tch Thomas (CA)
Hall (OH) Neal Thomas (GA)
Hamilton Nelson Torres
Hatcher Nichols Torricelli
Hayes (IL) Nielson Towns
Hayes (LA) Nowak Traficant
Hefner Oakar Traxler
Henry Oberstar Upton
Herger Obey Valentine
Hertel Olin Vento
Hochbrueckner Ortiz Visclosky
Hopkins Owens (NY) Volkmer
Horton Owens (UT) ‘Walgren
Hoyer Panetta ‘Watkins
Hubbard Patterson Welss
Huckaby Pease Weldon
Hughes Pelosi Wheat
Hutto Penny Whittaker
Jacobs Pepper Whitten
Jeffords Perkins Wi
Jenkins Petri Wise
Johnson (CT) Pickett Wolpe
Johnson (8D)  Pickle Wyden
Jones (NC) Price Wylie
Jones (TN) Pursell Yatron
Jontz Rahall Young (AK)
Kanjorski Rangel
NOT VOTING—14
Biagel Hastert Stokes
Boulter Hawkins Udall
Daub Martin (IL) Waxman
Duncan Mica Yates
Dyson Ray
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The Clerk announced the following

pair:
On this vote:
Mr. Boulter for, with Mr. Daub against.

Mr. CHAPPELL changed his vote
from “aye” to “no."”

So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was an-
nounced as above recorded.

Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the last word.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
gentleman from Wisconsin is recog-
nized for 5 minutes.

Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
for the purpose of engaging in a collo-
quy to the gentleman from New York
[Mr. HOCHBRUECKNER].

Mr. HOCHBRUECKNER. Mr.
Chairman, this Congress has demon-
strated its continued support for the
Anti-Ballistic Missile [ABM] Treaty.
We have also shown our support for
carrying out the strategic defense ini-
tiative [SDI] Program in compliance
with this treaty’s provisions.

Mr. ASPIN. That's correct. Last year
the administration agreed that no
tests under the SDI Program will vio-
late the traditional interpretation of
the ABM Treaty.

Mr. HOCHBRUECKNER. It has
come to my attention that the flight
measurement test of one SDI project,
the airborne optical adjunct [AOA], is
planned for fiscal year 1989. As you
know, this test would involve an air-
craft with an infrared sensor that
could detect and track ballistic missile
warheads in flight trajectory. To
some, including the legal counsel to
the U.S. ABM negotiations, testing of
the AOA will appear to be a violation
of the ABM Treaty’'s ban on air-based
components that can substitute for an
ABM radar.

Mr. ASPIN. Yes, the ABM Treaty
bans air-based components that can
substitute for ABM radars. However,
SDIO has stated that the AOA test
will not violate the treaty. Neverthe-
less, this test involves a gray area of
the treaty in which definitions of
ABM components are not clear. With-
out United States cooperation, the So-
viets will be unable to verify if an AOA
test is ABM compliant, creating a po-
litical problem and giving the Soviets
an excuse to respond in kind. Clearly,
the United States should try to reach
common understandings with the So-
viets in gray areas.

Mr. HOCHBRUECKNER. According
to information submitted to the House
Armed Services Committee earlier this
year, the AOA is scheduled to be
tested in fiscal year 1989. If the AOA
test is carried out in fiscal year 1989,
this may put the next President in an
awkward position and tie his hands on
policies regarding the ABM Treaty,
SDI Program and United States-Soviet
relations. This concern has prompted
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me to prepare an amendment to this
bill to delay the first AOA flight ex-
periment until June of fiscal year
1989. Can we establish the date at
which the SDIO plans to test the
AOQA?

Mr. ASPIN. I understand that the
date of the AOA test has been
changed. SDIO now plans the first
flight experiment no sooner than June
1989, according to a recent letter from
Lieutenant General Abrahamson. I
submit this letter for the RECORD:

STRATEGIC DEFENSE
INITIATIVE ORGANIZATION,
Washingion, DC, April 26, 1988.

Hon. Les AsPIN,

Chairman, Committee on Armed Services,
House of Representatives, Washington,
DC.

DEeAR MR. CHAIRMAN: I am writing to ex-
press my concern about a proposed amend-
ment to the Defense Authorization Bill
which would terminate ongoing testing of
the SDI Airborne Optional Adjunct (AOA)
until that project can be reviewed by the
next Administration.

I believe the amendment is both unneces-
sary and counterproductive. The AOA flight
experiments have been certified as fully
compliant with the restrictive interpreta-
tion of the 1972 ABM Treaty for several rea-
sons:

AOA cannot perform the basic radar func-
tions of acquisition and closed loop tracking
of an uncooperative target.

The target must travel along a pro-
grammed trajectory.

The experimental device has limited
sensor elements, a small instantaneous field
of view, slow slewing rate, no control feed-
back loop which prohibits closed loop track-
ing of even a single uncooperative target, in-
adequate sensor range, limited data and
sensor processing capability and platform
limitations for platform altitude and time
on station.

The Airborne Optical Adjunct (AOA) is a
test bed which incorporates stressing tech-
nologies. Testing is an integral part of the
system assembly and check-out for experi-
ments. Staged testing is necessary to verify
flight worthiness; different levels of testing
have already begun. Delay of further test-
ing until February 1989 will seriously delay
sensor completion and integration and
planned experiments.

Earliest possible flight tests of the com-
plete AOA system would not take place
until well after January 1989 in any case.
Earliest possible dates:

March 1989: shakedown of the integrated
components of the AOA over the continen-
tal United States.

June 1989: flight experiments over the
Kwajalein missile range.

While these are the earliest possible dates,
completion of the shake-down could take up
to six months, and the onset of experiment
flights could be delayed up to a year. In any
case, flight tests will occur after the change
of Administration.

Thank you for your interest and support
in this matter, If I can be of any further as-
sistance please contact me.

Sincerely,
JAMES A. ABRAHAMSON,
Lieutenant General, USAF, Director.
Does this settle your concern regard-
ing testing of the AOA in fiscal year
1989?
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Mr. HOCHBRUECEKNER. Yes, it
does. By testing the AOA no earlier
than June 1989, our next President
will have the ability to assess United
States policy regarding SDI testing
and compliance with the ABM Treaty,
as well an opportunity to negotiate
with the Soviets regarding gray areas
in the ABM Treaty. I agree with you
that the next administration should
take a hard look at these areas, such
as infrared sensors, and use the Stand-
ing Consultative Commission to clarify
gray areas. Thank you, Mr. Chairman,
for clarifying this issue. I no longer
need to offer my amendment.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
Gray of Illinois). Under the rule, the
next amendment in order will be of-
fered by the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. DELLUMS].

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. DELLUMS

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
Clerk will designate the amendment.
The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment Offered by Mr. DELLUMS:
Page 17, Strike out line 1 and insert in lieu
thereof the following:

For the Defense Agencies, $6,169,304,000.

Strike out section 211 (page 19, lines 13
through 18) and insert in lieu thereof the
following:

SEC. 211. TERMINATION OF STRATEGIC DEFENSE
INITIATIVE.

(a) AMOUNT AUTHORIZED.—Of the amount
authorized in section 201 for research, de-
velopment, test, and evaluation for the De-
fense Agencies, no funds are available for
the Strategic Defense Initiative Program.

(b) TErMiNaTION OF SDIO.—The Strategic
Defense Initiative Organization (SDIO) is
hereby terminated.

SEC. 212, STRATEGIC TECHNOLOGY RESEARCH.

(a) CREATION OF STRATEGIC TECHNOLOGY
REesEarRcH OrrFice.—The Secretary of De-
fense shall establish a Strategic Technology
Research Office (STRO) within the Defense
Advanced Research Projects Agency
(DARFPA). The STRO shall have responsi-
bility for managing all research authorized
under this part and all research previously
managed by the SDIO.

(b) GUIDELINES FOR STRATEGIC TECHNOLOGY
REsEARCH.—(1) Programs authorized under
this part shall be designed to—

(A) increase the strategic surveillance and
early warning capabilities of the United
States;

(B) increase United States options for re-
sponding to potential future Soviet break-
out from the 1972 Anti-Ballistic Missile
(ABM) Treaty,

(C) explore technologies with a long-term
potential for defending the United States
against a responsive Soviet offensive nucle-
ar threat; and

(D) complement other programs author-
ized in this and subsequent Acts to enhance
the national security of the United States
and not rquire resources which would un-
dercut other pressing defense needs.

(2) The STRO shall avoid premature com-
mitments to the development and testing of
limited capability systems which have mini-
mal potential to respond to Soviet offensive
developments.
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SEC. 213. FUNDING LEVEL FOR TECHNOLOGY BASE
RESEARCH.

(a) AMOUNT AUTHORIZED.—Of the amounts
authorized on page 17, line 1, not more than
$1,265,000,000 is available for the STRO to
conduct research authorized under this
part,

(b) OBLIGATION LiMITATION.—Funds appro-
priated or otherwise made available to the
Department of Defense under subsection (a)
may be obligated or expended only for tech-
nology base research and may be obligated
or expended for non-technology base experi-
ments or demonstration projects.

(¢) MANAGEMENT AUTHORITY.—Notwith-
standing subsection (b), the Secretary of
Defense may transfer management author-
ity for a specific program, project, or activi-
ty from the STRO to the military depart-
ments or other defense agencies if such pro-
gram, project, or activity has met all
DARPA review criteria and if—

(1) the Secretary informs Congress of
such transfers in the report specified in sec-
tion 215; and

(2) such program, project, or activity com-
plies with the restrictions and guidelines
specified in sections 212(b) and 214.

SEC. 214. OBLIGATION RESTRICTIONS.

None of the funds appropriated or other-
wise made available under this Part may be
obligated or expended for—

(1) any program, project, task, or activity
to develop, test, or deploy an antiballistic
missile (ABM) system or component which
is sea-based, air-based, space-based, or
mobile land-based;

(2) the development or testing of any com-
ponent, system, or concept which makes use
of nuclear detonation;

(3) any activity, excluding technology base
research, related to, and in support of the
Space-based Interceptor Experiment; or
i (4)tﬂisht tests of the Airborne Optical Ad-

unct.

SEC. 215. REPORTING REQUIREMENTS.

(a) Within 80 days of enactment of this
Act, the Secretary shall submit to the Con-
gress a report on the termination of the
SDIO and the establishment, organizational
structure, and allocation of funds to the
STRO.

(b) As part of the fiscal year 1990 budget
request for the Department of Defense, the
Secretary shall submit to the Congress re-
ports:

(1) outlining a ten-year program for re-
search to be conducted under the STRO;

(ii) analyzing the feasibility, cost, poten-
tial missions, and advisibility of the United
States deploying a single, fixed land-based
anti-ballistic missile defense system, as per-
mitted under the 1972 AMB Treaty; and

(iil) on the necessity, appropriateness, and
cost of a program to conduct research into
ways to decrease the possibility of the acci-
dental explosion of nuclear devices targeted
upon the United States, including, but not
limited to, active defense against the acci-
dental launch of nuclear-armed ballistic
missiles.

Page 208, Strike out lines 10 and 11.

Page 210, Strike out lines 10 and 11.

Page 226, Strike out $252,254,000 on line
20 and insert in lieu thereof “no funds”.

Page 237, Strike out $285,000,000 on line 7
and insert in lieu there of “$32,746,000.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, it is
my distinet pleasure to yield 6 minutes
to the distinguished gentlewoman
from California [Mrs. Boxer], the co-
author of the amendment.
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Mrs. BOXER. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman from California
for yielding this time to me, and I
thank his staff for working with our
staff on this amendment. It is his
amendment, and he gave me the privi-
lege of working with him, and I am
very grateful.
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Mr. Chairman, in our esteemed
House of Representatives, we engage
quite properly in diplomatic talk, If we
think a colleague is wrong, we do not
say, “You are wrong.” What we do is
say, “The gentleman is missing the
point.”

If we do not like a program, we do
not say, “The program is awful.” We
say, “It is not meeting its objective.”

Well, I am going to talk straight
about star wars. I think star wars is a
ripoff, plain and simple. It is a totally
flawed concept. It is a boondoggle, the
biggest bait and switch scam ever, as
deceptive as the “Wizard of Oz.” It is a
dream of laser weapons powered by
nuclear explosions, particle beam
weapons, chemical rockets, and space-
interceptors parked in “garages,” in
orbit.

And in reality, it is a no-go, as wimpy
as the little man who made believe he
was the “Wizard of Oz.”

Now, that is pretty plain talk, but I
want to prove to you that what I say is
backed up by the Joint Chiefs of Staff
who say that at best star wars will
only be 30 percent effective against
the majority of Soviet missiles.

It is backed up by former Assistant
Secretary of Defense Richard Perle,
who said that star wars was never
meant to be more than a partial de-
fense. It is backed up by the Associate
Director at Lawrence Livermore Labs,
who says a partial defense will easily
be overcome by thousands of Soviet
nuclear warheads and decoys.

It is backed up by Loren Thompson
of Georgetown University, who fold
the Wall Street Journal that it makes
no sense to deploy star wars as long as
there is no defense against Soviet
bombers and cruise missiles.

Now, my colleagues, let us visualize
together how ineffective star wars is.

Mr. Chairman, there are 1,400 Soviet
ICBM’s. With 30-percent star wars ef-
fectiveness, 980 would get through,
and I want you to look at this chart.
The red X's show where star wars
could knock out these missiles. All of
these missiles, 980 that get through,
each one of them is 10 times the power
of the bomb that hit Hiroshima. We
would be history with this.

I would like to show you the next
chart. The next chart shows stars wars
effective against submarine-launched
missiles. Again the Joint Chiefs of
Staff say 30-percent effectiveness.
There are 400 such missiles, and 280
would get through, again each one of
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these missiles 10 times the power at
least of Hiroshima.

And another chart that shows the
effectiveness of star wars against air-
launched missiles. Zero percent effec-
tiveness. Each and everyone of these
missiles would get through.

Finally, if I could sum up these
charts by showing you the last chart,
what we have here is the total. Out of
the total missiles, 2,600, the missiles
that penetrate star wars, 2,060 for a
rate of 21.1-percent effective passing.

Now, I think if we had to view any of
the programs in this country and it
was 2l-percent effective, we would
either cancel it or change it dramati-
cally.

What our amendment does is
changes it dramatically, takes it back
to where it would most effective, keeps
it as a research program.

Now, so far we have spent $12 billion
on star wars.

Let us put it into context: $12 billion
is 2% times what we spend on elemen-
tary and secondary education in 1 year
in our budget.

It is 3% times what we spend on
mass transit in this country in 1 year.

It is 120 times what we spend on
international narcotics control in 1
year,

It is 24 times what we spend on ma-
ternal and child health in 1 year.

I know this is painful information to
some people, but I think the American
people have the right to see what we
have been spending $12 billion on.

I say it is time to cut our losses. We
need to fight drugs. We need to fight
cancer and AIDS. We need to take
care of our needy. We need to educate
our children and retrain our workers
and help our farmers. We need to cut
the deficit. We need to have weapons
that work and soliders that are pre-
pared.

We do not need star wars. The proof
is right here. It does not work. I say to
my colleagues on both sides of the
aisle, whether you are a hawk or you
are a dove, or a liberal or a conserva-
tive, let us fund programs that work.
This one was an astrological dream
that our President decided to pursue.
It is time to say, “Wake up, Mr. Presi-
dent, Wake up, America. Let us spend
our money on what works and let us
cut the deficit.”

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Does
the gentleman from Arizona [Mr.
KyL] desire to rise in opposition to the
pending amendment?

Mr. KYL. Yes, I do, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
gentleman from Arizona [Mr, Kvi] is
recognized for 12% minutes.

Mr. KYL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2%
minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. DORNAN].

Mr. DORNAN of California. Mr.
Chairman, to quote the distinguished
gentlewoman from California, she is
the one who is missing the point. You
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cannot cover up some very ugly rheto-
ric with the term “plain talk.”

To say that strategic defense for our
homeland is a boondoggle, a ripoff, a
no-go, or a fraud, is insincere under
this amendment, because if the gentle-
man from California [Mr. DeLLUMS]
truly believes, as the gentlewoman has
said, that it is a fraud, hopelessly
flawed, never will work, why does the
gentleman want to put $1,300,000,000
into the program?

Have the courage of your conviction
and stand up and zero this out.

I know that a lot of people in Berke-
ley do not want to spend a nickel on
this, so why are we going to spend
$1,300,000,000 on something that you
think is a boondoggle or a ripoff, a no-
go and a fraud? It is insincere in the
extreme.

Now, the gentlewoman quoted the
Joint Chiefs. I was with one of the
Chiefs the other day, and he told me
something I find astounding, that the
Chief of Staff of the U.S. Air Force,
has not been called before the Armed
Services Committee to give testimony,
open or closed, in the past 2 years.

The commanding officer of the Stra-
tegic Air Command, General Chain,
told me that not only has he not been
invited to testify before the House
Armed Services Committee, but has
only been invited to testify before the
highly vaunted Senate Armed Services
Committee, three times in 2 years.

So if we are going to hear from the
Joint Chiefs of Staff, show us the doc-
umentation for those charts. Tell us
what they really say. It is insincere to
quote them out of context.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
time of the gentleman from California
has expired.

Mr., KYL. Mr. Chairman I yield 30
additional seconds to the gentleman.

Mr. DORNAN of California. If we go
back to the analogy of the thirties,
which we are reliving as though we are
under a curse, in the early days of the
German blitz on London, the RAF
with older Hurricanes, did not get 10
percent of the German bombers.
When the Heinkels were coming over,
if they got 1 out of 20, 5 percent, they
thought they were doing well. It
wasn't until the Spitfires came on line,
produced over the objections of the
liberals in the House of Commons,
that Great Britain started to increase
its effective defenses to 10, 20, and
even 30 percent. If Los Angeles and
Orange Counties are in that minimal
30 percent, I would be happy for stop-
ping 30 percent. But in reality the first
phase of SDI will exceed 90 percent ef-
fectiveness.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, as I
understand it, since the distinguished
gentleman from Arizona [Mr. KvyL]
represents the committee position, the
gentleman is entitled to close the
debate. We only have one remaining
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speaker on this side, so I would appre-
ciate if the gentleman from Arizona
[Mr. KvL] would wind his speakers
down to the last speaker and then this
gentleman will close debate on this
side and the gentleman from Arizona
[Mr. KyL] can close debate on his side.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
gentleman from California is correct.
The gentleman from Arizona [Mr,
K] is entitled to close debate.

The gentleman from Arizona has 10
minutes remaining.

Mr. KYL. Mr. Chairman, I will wind
it down somewhat. I am not sure how I
am going to wind it down, but I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. KAsIcH],

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I do
not see a need to be very emotional on
this issue, because emotionalism will
simply cloud people’s judgments.

A vote for the Dellums amendment,
plain and simple, is a vote to kill SDI.
People talk about its degree of ineffec-
tiveness, but I want to tell you, I had
the opportunity to meet at the request
of the gentleman from New York [Mr.
Downey] the chief Soviet scientist,
Dr. Velikhov. The gleam in Dr. Velik-
hov’s eye was very easy to explain.
That gleam represented his belief that
the Soviets somehow could kill the
United States SDI program. Why? Be-
cause clearly, as the gentleman from
New York [Mr. Kemp] indicated earli-
er, SDI has great potential for becom-
ing very, very effective.

The tragedy is at this point in time
that the Soviets have walked away
from the negotiations to reduce our
strategic arsenals in half as the result
of their inability to kill the SDI Pro-

gram.

Let us not vote for the Dellums
amendment, because the Dellums
amendment will do what the President
has resisted doing and will do what
the Soviet negotiators hoped to
achieve, and that is to eliminate our
ability to develop an SDI Program to a
high degree of effectiveness.

The debate no longer is whether we
ought to have an SDI Program or not.
The experts on both sides, Senator
NunN on the Democratic side, the
strong thinkers on the Republican
side, all support the basic concept of
SDI.

It really comes down to a level of
funding. If you support the amend-
ment of the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. DeELrums], and I believe he
offers it in good faith, then you really
are destroying the program, eliminat-
ing our ability to make it effective. If
you support the Dickinson amend-
ment, which is the committee position,
it permits the continued orderly devel-
opment of SDI.

There is no reason to get emotional.
All we have to do is look at the facts.
The Soviets want to kill our system.
The chief Soviet scientist told me that
himself. We need to keep it going, be-
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cause it offers us a great degree of
hope. The technologies that can be de-
veloped over the next several decades
can be crucial in giving us the kind of
security that the American people
really want.

Mr. KYL. Mr, Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. HUNTER].

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, I
think the House should be disturbed
by the fatalism that we hear coming
from the other side of this argument.
The argument that was posed by the
gentlewoman from California is that
some of these missiles are going to get
through. We cannot have a leak-proof
defense, and therefore we should not
try to build any type of defense
against incoming intercontinental bal-
listic missiles.

Most people in this country, our
polls show, think that this Congress
has already taken care of it. They
think that we do have a defense
against incoming ballistic missiles.

We have not been candid with them.
We do not have that defense.

I am reminded about what Churchill
said after the bomb hit Hiroshima.

He said, “Thank God we developed
this terrible technology before Mr.
Hitler did, because the world would be
a very different place if we hadn't
done that.”

Now, it is terrible technology, but as
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr,
KasicH] mentioned, there are many
very expert authorities in the world on
our side and the Soviet side who think
it is possible to stop incoming ballistic
missiles.
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Mr. Velikov is one of those people.

We are asking a question of this re-
search. Our question is, can we build
an effective SDI system? We have to
devote resources to this question to
give to our scientists so that they can
do experiments, do the laboratory
work, and so they can answer the
question for this Congress and for the
American people of whether we can
build an effective SDI.

The more resources we put into this
issue, the faster we are going to have
the answer and it is in the national in-
terests of this country to receive that
answer as quickly as possible.

The gentleman from Oregon [Mr.
AuCoIn] said, “What if the Soviets
build this shield, also?"”

My answer is that I would rather
have the Soviets with a shield, and I
think they are going to build it as soon
as they can regardless of our actions, I
would rather they had a shield and we
had a shield than have the communi-
ties of the United States rely on the
mercy of the Soviet Union.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself the remaining 6% min-
utes of my time.
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Mr. Chairman, we are at a signifi-
cant moment here. There are Mem-
bers in this body who have made up
their minds that it is necessary to go
forward full steam with this system.
There are some Members in this body
who believe that it ought to be termi-
nated.

At least half of my colleagues in this
body are languishing somewhere in
the middle. We all in this room under-
stand that the political struggle is over
where all of my colleagues who are in
the middle, where they come down. I
choose to address you today.

The gentlewoman from California
[Mrs. Boxer] and I have stated over
and over again that this was never a
population shield, that it would come
down to a point defense. That is now a
matter of fact, not conjecture.

We said that this system could be
underflown, and that is not conjec-
ture, it is now fact. No one can argue
that this system can shoot down cruise
missiles or low-trajectory submarine-
launched missiles or bombers.

My distinguished colleague, the gen-
tlewoman from California, in her
chart showed the futile nature of
trying to defend against weapons sys-
tems that can underfly this system.

We told our colleagues that it could
be outfoxed. That is now fact, not fan-
tasy.

We told our colleagues that it could
be overwhelmed. The gentlewoman
from California showed with brilliant
exposition by the charts that this
system could be outfoxed.

Mr. Chairman, this is now the time
to make a decision. This is not a
moment to languish in the center with
both feet in both camps. Make a judg-
ment. Make a decision. We think that
the amendment before this body to
terminate is the only rational and
cogent judgment that my colleagues
can make.

In arguing in support of the Del-
lums-Boxer amendment, I would make
the following points. First we want to
terminate President Reagan’s SDI
Program and move the fundamental
and necessary basic research away
from the politically motivated SDI or-
ganization and place it in the Depart-
ment of Defense, in DARPA where it
ought to be.

Second, we would argue that the
logic of the ABM Treaty continues to
be present at this moment. The people
who came together to sign the ABM
Treaty realized that without a treaty
we would go forward in a defensive
missile race and of course an offensive
missile system race. The logic goes as
follows: we place an SDI, no matter
how flawed, in the atmosphere. The
most reasoned and logical response of
the Soviet Union, and frankly cheaper,
would be to accelerate and expand
their arsenal of offensive nuclear mis-
siles by several hundred, even several
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thousand. I have been here now
almost 18 years and I know what the
dynamics will be. The Pentagon will
come back and say, “Look, they are ex-
panding their offensive missiles. We
must now correspond.”

So we would have another ongoing
race that would take us ad infinitum
into the future with incredible danger
militarily as well as economic chaos
that would result. Also the competi-
tion would be between the two defen-
sive systems so an arms race offensive-
ly and an arms race defensively would
result. That is why the treaty in the
first place.

Third, we would place $1.3 billion in
basic research so that we might deter-
mine whether the Soviets are breaking
out, we could continue to engage in re-
search advancement. All of these
things are taken care of to the tune of
$1.3 billion. We do not allow engaging
in testing and development that would
abrogate the ABM Treaty. We do not
allow spending money to bend metal
to develop a system that costs between
$75 and $150 billion in the first phase
that the gentleman from California
points out, that at best would be 30-
percent effective.

Would any of my colleagues with
their best clothes on walk out in the
rain with an umbrella that was 30-per-
cent effective?

In the context of a nuclear war that
is a gross absurdity and a complete
waste.

Next, we prohibit research that
would violate the narrow interpreta-
tion of the ABM Treaty. Last week the
overwhelming majority of my col-
leagues in this body voted to maintain
the integrity of the narrow interpreta-
tion of the ABM Treaty. Unless my
brain has taken flight, that means
that the majority of my colleagues in
this body chose not to violate the in-
tegrity of the ABM Treaty. I will make
three points on that. First, the ABM
Treaty and SDI are logically inconsist-
ent. They are logically inconsistent.

Second, for the SDI to continue, it
would be necessary to violate the ABM
Treaty. That is not Ron DeELLUMS talk-
ing, let me quote General Abraham-
son, the executive director of the SDI
organization. In an article published
recently in the Washington Times,
which I will quote, the article said:

The Pentagon's Strategic Defense Initia-
tive director said yesterday the government
will have to decide by 1993 whether to kill
the program or back out of the 1972 anti-
ballistic missile treaty, which sharply limits
superpower missile defenses.

The article goes on to say:

But before that can be undertaken, Con-
gress and the future administation will have
to determine if the program should contin-
ue thereby violating the “narrow” interpre-
tation of the treaty, he said.

Mr. Chairman, I would suggest to
my colleagues that the more than 200
Members who voted for the narrow in-
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terpretation of ABM indicate that
logic and consistency and continuity
cry out for them to vote for this
amendment. To do anything other
than that is a violation of your own
vote, of your own politics, and a viola-
tion of your own logic.

Next, the administration continues
to propagandize that in some way we
are building this Astrodome where our
young children can sleep and take us
back to the naive days when there
were no missiles.

Mr. KYL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. Davisl.

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman from Ari-
zona for yielding me this time. Mr.
Chairman, it seems to me it is always
difficult to follow the prior speaker
who is so eloguent in his opposition to
SDI. I only wish all of the opponents
would have the courage to put a zero-
dollar figure on SDI and kill it out-
right rather than fool around with
$1.2 billion, rather than trying to salve
their conscience to tell the American
people that we are still going to do re-
search.

My colleagues have heard earlier
today, and will hear again that there
are scientists, those of the opponents,
who say, “Gosh, it will never work. It
is suspect. The software will not
work.” Our scientists say it will work,
just give us a little time and we will
work it out.

I say to my colleagues, we do not
know who to believe, do we? I think
one group believes that SDI will work
more than any other group and that is
the Soviet Union. They believe SDI
will work and they are responding to
that. How do my colleagues think we
got to Reykjavik last year? How do my
colleagues think we got to INF Treaty
last year? How do my colleagues think
we got so far along in Geneva on
START this year?

The President will not sign a
START agreement in Moscow in the
next 2 or 3 weeks, but those negotia-
tions are ongoing and SDI is the fuel
driving that engine toward an ultimate
nuclear reduction to zero throughout
the world, and to rid ourselves of nu-
clear weapons.

The argument is really simple.
There are two acronyms for this nu-
clear activity that has occurred since
World War II with us and the Soviets
and now others, and they both spell
the word MAD, mutual assured de-
struction, and mutual assured defense.

Which would my colleagues pick?

Mr. KYL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 30
seconds to my colleague, the gentle-
man from California [Mr. DELLOMS].

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman from Arizona,
who differs with me politically, for his
incredible generosity.

Mr. Chairman, first I would like to
point out that the phase one system
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does not take us away from mutual as-
sured destruction. As a matter of fact
it only reinforces it.

In my final seconds, let me say that
we are supported in this amendment
by the Union of Concerned Scientists,
and the Federation of American Scien-
tists with membership including scores
of Nobel laureates who have come to
this position that we espouse. Mem-
bers of the Congress who support a
robust strategic defense research and
strict adherence to the traditional in-
terpretation of ABM should support
the Dellums-Boxer amendment. That
is an important endorsement as I see
it. I hope my colleagues will under-
stand the tremendous power of that
kind of rational understanding of
what this amendment is all about.

Mr. KYL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2%
minutes to the gentleman from New
Jersey [Mr. COURTER].

Mr. COURTER. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman from Arizona for
yielding this time.

First of all, I would just like to men-
tion a couple of words with respect to
the gentlewoman from California
[Mrs. BoxEer]. I am not sure where she
got her information on it. I would like
to have a copy of the letter if she has
it. I requested her to yield and she
would not, therefore in my 2 minutes I
cannot yield to the distinguished gen-
tlewoman from California, but she
said that the Joint Chiefs of Staff offi-
cial position is that strategic defense is
30-percent effective.

That is wrong. That is not their posi-
tion. That is as far from their position
as one can possibly be.

Second of all, the gentlewoman from
California [Mrs. Boxer] quoted indi-
viduals such as Richard Perle. Richard
Perle is in favor of full funding for the
strategic defense initiative. To use the
name of Richard Perle to justify a
slash of about 80 percent in the SDI
budget is, in my mind, also misleading.

Finally, I would like to indicate as
far as I am concerned that the Del-
lums amendment will not pass. I know
it will not pass. We have gone through
this debate a number of times. The
high figure does not pass, although it
should, and in essence the de facto
zero which is the Dellums amendment
will not pass. The gentleman from
California [Mr. DerLuvMs] wants to
eliminate it as far as we understand. I
understand where the gentleman from
California is coming from, I under-
stand his philosophical perspective. I
do not appreciate it, I do not like the
fact that if the world desired by the
gentleman from California prevails,
the United States will remain vulnera-
ble to a ballistic missile attack wheth-
er it be by mistake, by error, or by
design by Mu’ammar Qadhafi with a
nuclear weapon, the United States will
remain totally inevitably and perpet-
ually vulnerable to an attack, or a
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threatened attack by whatever coun-
try it may be. It is not necessarily
going to come from the Soviet Union.
It may come from a Third World coun-
try that inherits the capability of de-
ploying not only a ballistic missile but
the warhead that goes with it.

The Dellums amendment is going to
be defeated. It should be defeated.
America must not remain completely
vulnerable to a ballistic missile attack
or threat of the same.

Mr. Chairman, if America is going to
move from the doctrine of mutual as-
sured destruction, which I cannot jus-
tify from a moral standpoint, I cannot
justify it from a strategic standpoint,
we will have the capability to do it.

There were those a few years ago,
Mr. Chairman, that said we could not
down an airplane, we could not stop a
tank, we could not stop anything.
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They were proved to be wrong. Let
us proceed with SDI.

Mr. KYL. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I have remaining.

Mr. Chairman, in the final minute
we have here, I would like to tell the
gentleman from California [Mr. DEL-
Loms] something from the bottom of
my heart regarding how he has argued
that it is futile to try to defend against
bombers or low-trajectory missiles,
ICBM’'s. One reason I sought to
become a U.S. Congressman was to
make this world safer for my children.
For their sake, I reject the fatalism of
the gentleman from California [Mr.
DEeLLuMs], my colleague.

I thank God we have people in this
country who believe in science, believe
in research and believe we can perfect
a system to protect this country.

This is no time to kill SDI, which
the gentleman candidly admits is the
intent of his amendment. We disagree
about the funding levels, but I hope
we settle on the $3.7 billion level
agreed to by the committee.

This vote on the Dellums amend-
ment must be a “no” vote.

PRIVILEGED MOTION OFFERED BY MR. DELLUMS

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I
offer a privileged motion.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
Clerk will report the motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. DeELLomMs moves that the Committee
rise and report the bill to the House with
the recommendation that the enacting
clause be stricken.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
gentleman from California [Mr. DgL-
LumMs] is recognized for 5 minutes and
a Member in opposition will be recog-
nized for 5 minutes.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I
bring this privileged motion to the
floor not for the purposes of executing
it but for the purposes of seeking some
time.

It is almost an embarrassment that
we find ourselves constrained into

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

these narrow confines of time, because
we all know it is important to be able
to talk.

Mr. Chairman, I rise because I
cannot appreciate the shots that get
fired after the fact. This gentleman
has always been willing to take the
floor, to take any Member of this body
on any of these issues before us, and I
have tried to do it with dignity, tried
to do it with respect. I have never
tried to challenge the motives of Mem-
bers, never tried to challenge behavior
of Members, have never tried to sug-
gest in any way that Members are
coming in other than intellectually
honest terms, whether I disagree with
them politically or disagree with them
logically. I have never presented it any
other way.

I do not appreciate the distortion of
what we are attempting to do here.
Yes, we want to terminate the strate-
gic defense initiative, because we be-
lieve it is unnecessary, it will be inef-
fective, and that it will bankrupt this
country. Those are, in my humble
opinion, rational, cogent and intelli-
gent arguments, and if we had several
hours to debate this issue, I feel su-
premely confident to a moral certainty
that we could convince the American
people of the efficacy of what we are
doing here.

My colleagues know that the gentle-
man from New Jersey and I have
talked about this, but this debate does
not occur in this body. We get up and
read our various speeches, and rarely
do we engage.

This gentleman has always been pre-
pared intellectually and politically to
debate on this matter.

The sum of $3.7 billion is enough for
basic research, and we do not have to
bend metal. Mr. Chairman, we do not
have to go forward to abate the ABM
Treaty, and those who do not want to
abrogate the ABM Treaty, I believe,
have a moral obligation to those who
are fiscally conservative and who be-
lieve in funding these programs, that
Members have a moral obligation to
support this amendment, because a
21.1-percent-effective system in any
other program, as the gentlewoman
points out, would be laughable.

I would yield to the gentlemwoman
from California.

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding.

Let me just quickly say to the gen-
tleman from Arizona [Mr. KyL] that I
am not a fatalistic person. I am an op-
timistic person, very optimistic. That
is why I ran for Congress. But I am
also not dumb, and I know when some-
thing does not work, and we are spend-
ing billions, and it is the biggest pro-
gram in the defense budget that I, rep-
resenting my constituents, am not
going to spend their good money for a
bad program.

I would also like to say to the gentle-
man from New Jersey [Mr. COURTER],
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my good friend, that I will send him
each and every copy of all the docu-
mentation supporting those charts. I
will be happy to do that.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time for just a moment,
there is a response. Star Wars is not
the response. Negotiating an arms
treaty and moving this country and
this world in the context of arms con-
trol and moving away from the bizarre
notions of nuclear war is the way we
protect the next generation of our
children and their children and their
children’s children. It is not engaging
in some bizarre technology in space
that is going to ruin us economically
and militarily.

Mr. AuCOIN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. DELLUMS. I yield to the gentle-
man.

Mr. AuCOIN. Mr, Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

I appreciate his leadership in bring-
ing this, and I would like to address a
couple of issues.

One is whether SDI would work
against ballistic missiles, Everyone
who has testified before my Subcom-
mittee on Defense of the Committee
on Appropriations has vouchsafed for
the fact that against cruise missiles,
SDI is zero effective.

What will we buy for the trillion dol-
lars we have put into space? We would
simply, if it worked 100 percent
against ballistic missiles, we would
simply change the nature of the arms
race and have a trillion dollars of ex-
penditures, and have a cruise missile
race against the Soviet Union.

Now I would like to gquote Ronald
Reagan, because we have heard about
bargaining chips, and let me quote
from March 23, 1988, where he said,
“SDI is not a bargaining chip.” He
said, “We will research it; we will de-
velop it; and when it is ready we will
deploy it.”

Do not give us bargaining chip stuff.
Its advocates want it deployed, and it
is not going to work. It does not add to
America's security.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I
yield to the distinguished gentleman
from New York [Mr. DowNEY].

Mr. DOWNEY of New York. Mr.
Chairman, I thank the gentleman for
yielding.

Mr. Chairman, this really boils down
to a debate between people who be-
lieve that another weapon system at
the expense of someone else’s security
will provide greater security, versus
those peopole who recognize the reali-
ty that the next generations of first-
strike weapons will not bring us closer
to security; it will bring us that much
closer to insecurity.

Mr. KYL. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
violent opposition to the amendment
proffered by the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. DELLUMS], my friend.
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I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman
from California [Mr. HUNTER], my col-
league.

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, I am
glad we have had this extra several
minutes, because it is apparent from
the debate on this side of the aisle
that we are really talking about two
questions here. We are talking about
the political question and the techni-
cal question.

I can respect my colleague from
California if he thinks that politically
it is not wise to defend the United
States against incoming ballistic mis-
siles. His position is that it is wise to
remain mutually vulnerable and that
will be a deterrent in some way. That
is his opinion.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield, since he brought

. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, I
would be happy to yield to the gentle-
man from California for a few seconds.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, let
me say to the gentleman that I respect
the gentleman asserting his argument,
but to attempt to be characterizing
this gentleman’s argument, I think, is
beneath my  distinguished col-
league——

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, I do
not think that I have in any way
spoken ill of the gentleman but of his
arguments. The point is that the
Afghan people placed themselves at
the mercy of the Soviet Union, and a
million Afghans are dead today.

I do not think the American people
want to place their security at the
mercy of the 12 people who run the
Politburo of the Soviet Union. That is
the political question.

The technical question is another
question. The man who gave us the
hydrogen bomb, Dr. Edward Teller,
tells us there is a way to defend
against the hydrogen bomb, and it is
at least worth the time of this Con-
gress to explore that question. Can we
develop an effective SDI deterrent?
Unless we spend some money on
asking that question of our technical
people, we will not get an answer.

It is important for us to devote sub-
stantial resources to this question, and
that is exactly what we are debating
today, and to kill this program would
be a major disservice to the people of
the United States who are not defend-
ed today against incoming ballistic
missiles.

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. KYL. I yield to the gentleman
from Ohio.

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I do
not think there is any question that
anybody would argue that with a
cruise missile, that cannot be effective.
Everybody knows it cannot. We sat in
committee, and we listened to that.
But when you look at the war between
Iran and Irag and the incredible in-
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crease in the number of ballistic mis-
sile attacks in that war, we would be
foolhardy not to move forward with
this kind of a system.

Mr, KYL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Indiana
[Mr. BurTON].

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, there is nothing more important
than the security of this Nation, and if
a missile is launched by some crazy
person, whether it be from the Soviet
Union or from Iran or wherever, we
must protect our citizenry, and right
now we do not have the ability to do
that. If someone launches a missile at
New York, Los Angeles, or Chicago, we
are going to lose several million
ﬁgm&n beings. That is the bottom

€.

0 1430

And to not pay attention to that
eventuality is to be irresponsible. And
we in this body must do everything we
can to protect the people of this
Nation.

There were people at the turn of the
century that said we should close the
U.S. Patent Office because there was
not anything left to invent. But there
were more things to invent. SDI will
work. The human mind, if it can con-
ceive of a program that will shoot
down incoming missiles if we appropri-
ate the funds to do it, it will work.

Mr. Carlucci just said recently that
saying SDI will not work is like saying
helicopters would not work 10 years
before we invented them. We should
give this program a chance to con-
tinue.

Mr. KYL. Mr. Chairman, I yield the
balance of my time to the gentleman
from New Jersey [Mr. COURTER].

Mr. COURTER. I thank the gentle-
man for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, first of all it was
mentioned by Mr. AuCoIn that strate-
gic defense cannot defend or is not de-
signed to defend against cruise mis-
siles or bombers. No. 1, that is not the
case; strategic defense can be multilay-
ered in its ability to defend against
projectiles. No. 2, we are spending, I
think in the gentleman’s subcommit-
tee if I am not mistaken—and let me
finish my statement—if I am not mis-
taken we are spending hundreds of
millions of dollars in one of the gentle-
man’s subcommittees researching the
issue of how to protect ourselves more
effectively against bombers and cruise
missiles. It seems to me if the United
States is going to defend itself against
bombers, we should defend ourselves
against cruise missiles and if cruise
missiles, obviously strategic missiles as
well.

Mr. AuCOIN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. COURTER. I will yield to the
gentleman very quickly.

Mr. AuCOIN. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.
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Mr. Chairman, I would just tell the
gentleman that General Abrahamson,
his guru on this subject, has testified
before our committee and I assume his
committee as well that SDI cannot
work against—it has not solved the
problems against cruise missiles.

Mr. COURTER. There are space-
based assets with regard to SDI that
are uniquely suited for the purpose of
stopping ballistic missiles outside of
the atmosphere. I will take back my
time. There are other aspects on com-
ponents and different types of strate-
gic defense that are designed to defend
against the cruise missile. It stands to
reason a cruise missile goes slower, a
cruise missile goes through the atmos-
phere and gives a large signal, a cruise
missile does not go any faster than an
airplane. It seems to me if we can stop
a ballistic missile going through space
at thousands of miles an hour, logic
would dictate that we can stop a cruise
missile going through the atmosphere
at a much lower rate.

Let me just mention the fact that
one time, Mr. Chairman, I was in New
York City debating this particular
issue. And one of the adversaries, one
of the people that from my perspec-
tive and view of the world liked the
fact that America is vulnerable, and I
do not, I asked the gentleman what is
protecting us now and he said—

POINT OF ORDER

Mr, DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, point
of order.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
will state his point of order.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I
move that the gentleman’s words be
taken down. The gentleman has cast
aspersions upon the motives of people
in this body who are on this side of
the issue.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Will
the gentleman from California please
state the words that he is objecting to?

The Clerk will report the words to
be taken down.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, the
gentleman said that proponents did
not——

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
Clerk will report the words taken
down.

The gentleman will please suspend.
The Clerk will report the words that
the gentleman objects to that are to
be taken down.

‘While we are waiting, the Chair will
state that the time of the gentleman
from New Jersey has expired. All time
has expired on the preferential
motion.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. For
what purpose does the gentleman
from California rise?

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I
have discussed the matter with my dis-
tinguished colleague and there is no
controversy at this point. I withdraw
my point of order.
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The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
gentleman from California [Mr. DEL-
Lums] withdraws his request.

The question is on the preferential
motion offered by the gentleman from
California [Mr. DELLUMS].

The preferential motion was reject-
ed.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, | rise today in
support of the Dellums-Boxer amendment
which would cut the President's request of
$4.5 billion to $1.3 billion for the strategic de-
fense initiative in fiscal year 1989. The
amendment terminates the administration’s
Strategic Defense Initiative Organization
[SDIO] and creates the Strategic Technology
Research Office [STRO]. The $1.3 billion
figure is the amount the SDIO requested for
basic research for SDI.

Mr. Chairman, in 1972 our country signed
the Antiballistic Missile [ABM] Treaty with the
Soviet Union. This treaty is significant be-
cause without it the defensive missile race will
escalate, creating a corresponding offensive
arms race to overwhelm the developing de-
fensive systems. This treaty made sense in
1972 and it makes sense today. By escalating
the star wars program, the administration is
encouraging the Soviets to develop new, more
advanced offensive systems, which is exactly
what the ABM Treaty sought to prevent. This
is only one of many reason why SDI should
be terminated.

We must add to this the hard fact that SDI
may not be deployable. No one knows if SDI
will work. | do not understand how this admin-
istration can justify spending billions of taxpay-
er dollars on a system that, by definition, must
someday violate the ABM Treaty, when this
same administration is not even sure if it will
work. This would be understandable if SDI
could be viewed as a deterrent to nuclear an-
nihilation, but SDI only serves to perpetuate
and accelerate the arms race.

We have over 20 million people in our coun-
try living in poverty and over a million who
have no place to live but in the streets. The
billions of dollars already spent on SDI and
the hundreds of billions of dollars projected
for the future of SDI would be better spent on
Americans who truly need help.

| urge my colleagues to join me in support-

ing the Dellums-Boxer amendment that takes
strides toward the eventual elimination of the
costly and questionable star wars program.
Thank you.
Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota. Mr. Chair-
man, building a strong defense requires tough
choices, especially during a time when we are
wrestling to reduce budget deficits. Against
the backdrop of $200 billion deficits, it's no
surprise that a massive spending program for
a questionable strategic defense initiative
[SDI] has sparked so much debate and con-
troversy.

To get a clearer picture on SDI, the Office
of Technology Assessment recently complet-
ed an extensive review of the SDI Program.
Drawing upon a nonpartisan panel of the Na-
tion's top scientists and engineers, OTA con-
cluded the present SDI Program raises more
questions that it answers; that it offers not a
secure defense against nuclear attack, but
only the illusion of defense. | include for the
RecorD a summary of the OTA report as de-
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scribed in the Washington Post on April 24,
1988.

The OTA project determined that SDI as
now conceived could not protect itself against
antisatellite attacks and enemy countermeas-
ures; could not demonstrate its cost effective-
ness; could not solve the enormous software
problem of coordinating an integrated battle
management system; and generally could not
achieve SDI's announced goals. Even more
damning, the OTA report concluded:

There would be a significant probability
that the first (and presumably only) time
the ballistic missile defense system were
used in a real war, it would suffer a cata-
strophic failure.

This is not the kind of system in which we
should invest another $6 billion next year, on
top of the $12 billion already expended. In-
stead, it's time to remold the program and set
it on a more realistic budget track, as urged
by the Federation of American Scientists.

| suggest that the Dellums amendment will
permit us to do so. It will provide $1.2 billion
next year—or twice the annual expenditure
level for strategic programs of the 1970's. It
will enable us to pursue a robust research
program on the most promising strategic de-
fense technologies, including surveillance,
tracking, and kill assessment; directed energy
weapons; kinetic energy weapons; and battle
management research. But it will so at a level
and in a manner that prevents us from bleed-
ing research and development accounts for
other vital defense programs and from rushing
into a wasteful and provocative scheme of
early SDI deployment.

A vigorous research program on strategic
defense can offer leverage in negotiating
arms reductions with the Soviets. But | would
caution against becoming so enamoured of
new weapons—even defensive ones—that we
lose sight of even more promising and inex-
pensive ways to reduce the risks of accidental
war.

| refer specifically to the need to press for-
ward with an expanded role for the newly es-
tablished nuclear risk reduction centers. | refer
as well to the need to begin a sturdy program
of research on accidental launch prevention
and recall systems, including self-destruct ca-
pabilities for already launched ICBM's. As it
now stands, we can destroy errant test mis-
siles at the launch site; we cannot, however,
recall or destroy a nuclear-armed missile—
even though it was launched in error. Nor can
the Soviets do likewise. We also need im-
proved protection systems against accidental
or unauthorized launches by any nation of
submarine launched ballistic missiles.

In a word, let's pursue a vigorous program
of research on promising strategic defense
technologies. But let's do so without forgetting
wider defense requirements, without ignoring
the need to reduce budget deficits, and with-
out shortchanging more likely ways to prevent
the risks of nuclear war.

[From the Washington Post, Apr. 24, 1988]
SDI FAULTED IN 2-YEAR HILL STUDY
(By R. Jeffrey Smith)

President Reagan's proposed missile de-
fense system likely would “suffer a cata-
strophic failure” the first—and therefore
only—time it was used to protect the United
States against a Soviet nuclear attack, the
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congressional Office of Technology Assess-
ment (OTA) has concluded after a study of
almost two years.

The nonpartisan scientific group, taking
sharp issue with Reagan'’s vision of the Stra-
tegic Defense Initiative (SDI), said in a
report not yet released to the public that
the detailed computer instructions needed
to destroy thousands of warheads streaking
towards the United States probably cannot
“be produced in the foreseeable future.”

It also sald that the timetable for missile
defense deployment in the mid-1990s estab-
lished by SDI officials requires “an act of
faith” in assuming that the system could in-
definitely stop a substantial portion of
Soviet missiles because there is no scientific
::;ridence to date to support that assump-

on.

The conclusions are among the principal
findings of a 900-page report on SDI pre-
pared by OTA's staff, which was given
access to classified SDI data and drew
advice from an expert panel containing SDI
supporters and opponents.

Public release of an unclassified version of
the report has been withheld for seven
months by Pentagon officials, who say it
contains sensitive information. Although
three of the report’s chapters remain in dis-
pute, SDI officials last month cleared nine
others, including a summary chapter ob-
tained by The Washington Post.

The Pentagon is pursuing a planned first
phase missile defense deployment at an esti-
mated cost of $150 billion. Congress has al-
ready slashed the Reagan administration's
annual requests for SDI funds by roughly
30 percent and barred elaborate tests of the
space weapons needed in the initial antimis-
sile scheme,

Reagan has asserted that the program can
ultimately be a “space security shield" for
the U.S. population, and has resisted efforts
by the Soviets to restrict its development as
part of a future arms treaty with the Soviet
Union. The Soviets' demand for such re-
strictions was reiterated during Moscow
meetings last week between Secretary of
State George P. Shultz and Soviet leader
Mikhail Gorbachev.

The OTA report's overall conclusion is
that, despite five years and $12 billion
worth of scientific research, “many ques-
tions remain about the feasibility of meet-
ing SDI goals,” which include at the outset
substantial disruption of a Soviet missile
attack and in later stages “elimination of
the threat posed' by Soviet missiles.

Noting that the nation “would not want to
base a major change in its nuclear strategy
on a [missile defense] . . . in which it had
little confidence,” the OTA report cau-
tioned that the system’s sheer complexity
suggested “there would always be irresolva-
ble guestions about how dependable . ., .
[the computer] software was.”

OTA noted that “no existing [military or
civilian] systems must operate autonomous-
ly in the face of deliberate enemy attempts
to destroy them,” making the design of SDI
software an unprecedented challenge, with
proof of success impossible.

“Extrapolating from past experience . ..
it appears to OTA that the complexity of
[ballistic missile defensel, the uncertainty
. . . of the requirements it must meet, and
the novelty of the technology it must con-
trol would impose a significant probability
of software-induced catastrophic failure in
the system’'s first real battle,” the report
said.

The OTA report said missile defense sci-
entists and engineers have produced “im-
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pressive technical achievements” over the
past 30 years and recently identified “most
of the gaps between today's technology and
that needed for highly effective ballistic
missile defenses.”

It sald “there is broad agreement in the
technical community that significant parts
of the research being carried out under the
SDI [program] are in the national interest,”
and did not entirely rule out that “such
achievements may someday (ac)cumulate to
form the basis for a highly effective missile
defense system.”

But the report also expressed skepticism
that the remaining technical problems
could eventually be solved and called fresh
attention to a host of potential Soviet meas-
ures to counter a ballistic missile defense,
which it said had not been adequately stud-
ied by SDI managers.

O'Dean P. Judd, the chief scientist for
SDI, said yesterday that “while it is not our
practice to comment on reports before they
are released, the SDI Organization believes
the recent OTA report reflects a decidedly
more constructive assessment than previous
reports . . . by OTA” on the program.

Judd, who served on the study's advisory
group before he came to SDI from the Los
Alamos National Laboratory in Albuquer-
que, was apparently referring to a 1985 OTA
study stating that an effective U.S. missile
shield could not be devised “if the Soviets
are determined to deny it to us.”

Judd said “in some areas, we find some of
the [OTAI] report’s conclusions to be unduly
pessimistic,” but he declined to comment
more specifically until it is formally re-
leased next month.

One of the report’s principal themes is
that potential Soviet countermeasures to a
U.8. space-based missile defense could be
less challenging and less costly to develop
than the exotic space-based weaponry and
associated sensors currently on Defense De-
partment drawing boards.

“Every part of the complex development,
production and deployment scheme [for an
initial missile defense]l would have to work
well and on schedule,” the report said.
“Otherwise, the Soviets could be well on the
way to neutralizing” it before it was com-
pleted.

But the difficulty, according to OTA, is
that the proposed starting point for full-
scale development of an initial missile de-
fense system is so early that SDI managers
will have no way of ensuring they could, in
effect, neutralize likely Soviet countermeas-
ures with more effective weapons later on.

Exotic, space-based lasers and particle
beams, which could potentially defeat early
Soviet countermeasures in the third phase
of an SDI deployment will not be proven
feasible for at least a decade, the report
said. As a result, U.S. “commitment in the
mid-1990s to phase-one deployment would
require an act of faith that phase three
would prove feasible.”

The OTA report said potential Soviet
countermeasures include firing missiles car-
rying nuclear warheads at U.S. space weap-
ons orbiting overhead, launching thousands
of warhead replicas or decoys and deliber-
ately jamming U.S. radars.

The report said that, despite SDI claims
that these and other threats have been
studied in depth, a search of SDI and con-
tractor files turned up “Little analysis of
any kind” of Soviet space weapons that
could be used to attack a U.S. missile de-
fense, swiftly degrading its effectiveness.

OTA said SDI officials maintain that U.S.
space weapons could be designed to survive
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a direct nuclear attack. But the investiga-
tors concluded instead that such an attack
“would pose a significant threat to all three
defense system phases” envisoned by the
ggi::"tason for deployment between 1995 and

If the Soviets wanted to, they could resort
to such an attack “before the [initial]
system was fully deployed,” when it is most
vulnerable, effectively preventing its oper-
ation, the report said.

EXCERPTS FROM OTA REPORT

Excerpts from the Office of Technology
Assessment report on the Strategic Defense
Initiative:

“After 30 years of [missile defensel re-
search . . . the dedication and ingenuity of
thousands of U.S. scientists and engineers
have produced many impressive technical
achievements . . . For now, however, many
questions remain about the feasibility of
achieving SDI goals.”

“Nobody now knows how to calculate, let
alone demonstrate to the Soviets. ..
whether the criterion of ‘cost effectiveness
at the margin' has been met by any pro-
posed [missile defense] system.”

“In general, many scientists and engineers
working on the SDI have agreed that
[Soviet] countermeasures may well be feasi-
ble ... in the near term. However, both
within and outside SDIO, there is some dis-
sent on the potential type, quality, number,
and deployment times of Soviet counter-
measures."’

“There is widespread agreement that
much more experimentation is needed
on . .. [warhead] decoys. Very little SDI
money has gone to [their] . . . design, con-
struction, and testing.”

“There has been little analysis of any kind
of space-based threats to . . . system surviv-
ability. . . . In particular, SDIO and its con-
tractors have conducted no serious study of
the situation in which the United States
and the Soviet Union both occupy space
with comparable [missile defense] systems.”

“It appears that direct-ascent nuclear
antisatellite weapons would pose a signifi-
cant threat to all three defense system
phases [envisioned by SDI officials], but
particularly to the first two.”

“A [comprehensive ballistic missile de-
fense] . . . is likely to be the most complex
system ever constructed. ... There may
always be irresolvable guestions about how
dependable . . . software would be. . . . The
relatively slow rate of improvement in soft-
ware engineeting technology makes it
appear unlikely to OTA that this situation
will be substantially alleviated in the fore-
seeable future.”

“In OTA's judgment, there would be a sig-
nificant probability that the first (and pre-
sumably only) time the ballistic missile de-
fense system were used in a real war, it
would suffer a catastrophic failure.”

Mr. FORD of Tennessee. Mr. Chairman,
today we will decide how much we are going
to be spending on something that will never
work the way it is supposed to. Something
which would suffer, according to the Office of
Technology Assessment, “a catastrophic fail-
ure” if it is ever needed. Something which
may actually call down the nuclear strike it is
designed to prevent. Yet here we stand—not
debating if SDI is in the best interests of this
country. But debating what level we will spend
on a program that we can never be sure of.

Mr. Chairman, in all likelihood we will ap-
prove an amendment which authorizes $3.5
billion for SDI. Just think what else we could
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do with this money. We could put food on the
table for thousands of hungry children. We
could provide child care and job training for
mothers trapped in poverty. We could provide
prenatal care so that our future children might
have an opportunity to grow up healthy. We
could improve the educational opportunities
for disadvantaged youths. We could provide
quality housing for those without. All of these
things are within our grasp, yet we're letting
them slip through our fingers by throwing our
money away by putting lasers and other high
technology equipment into space—unsure if it
will work at all.

Let's support the Dellums-Boxer amend-
ment, Let's take the toys away from the Pen-
tagon. Instead of providing bombs in space,
let's provide hope for those without it. We can
dc;lit, if we have the conscious. If we have the
will.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
question is on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from California [Mr.
DELLUMS].

The question was taken; and the

pro tempore announced
that the noes appeared to have it.
RECORDED VOTE

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I
demand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic
device.
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VACATING ROLLCALL NO. 99

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
Gray of Illinois) (during the vote).
The Chair will announce that this
vote by electronic device is being va-
cated due to a malfunction in the
system.,

The Clerk will call the roll.

The question was taken; and there
were—ayes 118, noes 299, not voting
14, as follows:

[Roll No. 99]
AYES—118

Ackerman Espy Martinez
Alexander Evans Matsui
Atkins Feighan Mavroules
AuCoin Flake Mfume
Bates Foglietta Miller (CA)
Beilenson Ford (MI) Mineta
Berman Ford (TN) Moakley
Bonior Frank Moody
Bonker Garcia Morrison (CT)
Boxer Gejdenson Mrazek
Brennan Gephardt Oakar
Brooks Glickman Oberstar
Brown (CA) Gonzalez Obey
Bruce Gray (PA) Owens (NY)
Bryant Guarini Panetta
Carper Hall (OH) Pease
Clay Hayes (IL) Pelosi
Coelho Hertel Perkins
Collins Jacobs Rangel
Conte Jontz Rodino
Conyers Kastenmeier Rostenkowski
Coyne Kennedy Roybal
Crockett Kildee Russo
DeFazio Kleczka SBabo
Dellums Leach (IA) Bavage
Dixon Lehman (CA) Bawyer
Dorgan (ND) Lehman (FL) Scheuer
Downey Leland Schneider
Durbin Levin (MI) Schroeder
Dymally Levine (CA) Schumer
Early Lewis (GA) Bhays
Eckart Lowry (WA) Sikorski
Edwards (CA)  Markey Skaggs
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Smith (FL) Torres
Solarz Towns
8t Germain Traficant
Stark Traxler
Studds Visclosky
Swift ‘Walgren
Synar ‘Waxman
NOES—2989
Akaka Frenzel
Anderson Frost
Andrews Gallegly
Annunzio Gallo
Anthony Gaydos
Applegate Gekas
Archer Gibbons
Armey Gilman
Aspin Gingrich
Badham Goodling
Baker Gordon
Ballenger Gradison
Barnard Grandy
Bartlett Grant
Barton Gray (IL)
Bateman Green
Bennett Gregg
Bentley Gunderson
Bereuter Hall (TX)
Bevill Hamilton
Bllbray Hammerschmidt
Bilirakis Hansen
Bliley Harris
Boehlert Hatcher
Hayes (LA)
Boland Hefley
Borskl Hefner
Bosco Henry
Boucher Herger
Broomfield Hiler
Brown (CO) Hochbrueckner
Buechner Holloway
Bunning Hopkins
Burton Horton
Bustamante Houghton
Byron Hoyer
Hubbard
Campbell Huckaby
Hughes
Carr Hunter
Chandler Hutto
Chapman Hyde
Chappell Inhof
Cheney Ireland
Clarke Jeffords
Clement Jenkins
Clinger Johnson (CT)
Coats Johnson (SD)
Coble Jones (NC)
Coleman (MO) Jones (TN)
Coleman (TX) Kanjorski
Combest Eaptur
Cooper Kasich
Coughlin Kemp
Courter Kennelly
Cralg Kolbe
Crane Kolter
Dannemeyer Konnyu
Darden Eostmayer
Davis (IL) Kyl
Davis (MI) LaFalce
de la Garza Lagomarsino
DeLay Lancaster
Derrick Lantos
DeWine Latta
Dickinson Leath (TX)
Dicks Lent
Dingell Lewis (CA)
DioGuardi Lewis (FL)
Donnelly Lightfoot
Dornan (CA) Lipinski
Dowdy Livingston
Dreier Lioyd
er tt
Edwards (OK) Lowery (CA)
Emerson Lujan
English Luken, Thomas
Erdreich Lukens, Donald
Fascell Lungren
Fawell Mack
Fazio MacEay
Fields Madigan
Fish Manton
Flippo Marlenee
Florio Martin (IL)
Foley Martin (NY)
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Weiss
Wheat
Williams
Wolpe
Wyden

Mazzoli
McCandless
McCloskey
McCollum
MeCrery
MecCurdy
McEwen
McGrath
McHugh
MecMillan (NC)
McMillen (MD)
Meyers
Michel
Miller (OH)
Miller (WA)
Molinari
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moorhead
Morella
Morrison (WA)
Murphy
Murtha
Myers

Nagle
Natcher
Neal

Nelson
Nichols
Nielson

Olin

Ortiz
Owens (UT)
Oxley
Packard
Parris

Pashayan
Patterson
Penny

Regula
Rhodes
Richardson
Ridge
Rinaldo
Ritter
Roberts
Robinson
Roe
Rogers
Rose
Roth
Roukema
Rowland (CT)
Rowland (GA)
Saiki
Saxton
Schaefer
Schuette
Schulze
Sensenbrenner
Sharp
Shaw
Shumway
Shuster
Sisisky
Skeen
Skelton
Slattery
Slaughter (NY)
Slaughter (VA)
Smith (IA)
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith, Denny
(OR)

Smith, Robert Sweeney Walker

(NH) Swindall Watkins
Smith, Robert  Tallon Weber

(OR) Tauke Weldon
Snowe Tauzin Whittaker
Bolomon Taylor Whitten
Spence Thomas (CA) Wilson
Spratt Thomas (GA) Wise
Staggers Torricelll Wolf
Stallings Upton Wortley
Stangeland Valentine Wylie
SBtenholm Vander Jagt Yatron
Stratton Vento Young (AK)
Stump Volkmer Young (FL)
Sundquist Vucanovich

NOT VOTING—14
Biaggl Hastert Ray
Boulter Hawkins Stokes
Daub McDade Udall
Duncan Mica Yates
Dyson Nowak
0O 1510

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

On this vote:

Mr. Yates for, with Mr. Boulter against.

Mr, Hawkins for, with Mr. Daub against.

Mr. ROYBAL changed his vote from
unou bO :raye'n

So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was an-
nounced as above recorded.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE CHAIR

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
Gray of Illinois). The Chair will an-
nounce that prior to the next vote
Members will be advised whether or
not the electronic voting system is op-
erating.

The technicians are working on the
system and hopefully by the time we
complete debate on the next amend-
ment the system will be operational.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. DICKINSON

Mr. DICEKINSON. Mr. Chairman,
pursuant to the rule, I offer an amend-
ment.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
Clerk will designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment offered by Mr. DICKINSON:
Strike out section 211 (page 19, line 13
through line 18) and insert in lieu thereof
the following:

SEC. 211. FUNDING FOR FISCAL YEAR 1989.

Of the amounts appropriated pursuant to
section 201 or otherwise made available to
the Department of Defense for research, de-
velopment, test, and evaluation for fiscal
year 1989, not more than $3,701,000,000 may
be obligated for the Strategic Defense Initi-
ative.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore.
Under the rule, the gentleman from
Alabama [Mr. DickinsoN] will be rec-
ognized for 5 minutes and a Member
in opposition will be recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
gentleman from Florida [Mr. BEN-
weETT] Will be recognized for 5 minutes
in opposition to the amendment.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Alabama [Mr. DICKINSON].
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The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
GRray of Illinois). The Chair thanks all
the Members for their patience in the
last rollcall which was unavoidable.

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

As I stated earlier, my amendment
to fund SDI at $3.7 billion is the same
as the Armed Services Committee
figure. I am compelled to offer this
amendment because the “king of the
hill” does not allow the committee po-
sition to be considered or voted on.

I think it is important for the House
to have an opportunity to vote up or
down on the recommendation of the
committee on an issue as important as
SDI. The committee's figure of $3.7
billion had strong bipartisan support
when we marked up this year’s bill, in-
cluding my support and that of Chair-
man IN.

I have heard several of my Democrat
colleagues argue here today that $3.7
billion is where they would like SDI to
end up after conference. Just once I
wish the House would stand up and be
counted on what it honestly believes is
the right figure for SDI.

Let me just emphasize that provid-
ing $3.7 billion for SDI represents no
real growth over the fiscal year 1988
SDI budget. It provides approximately
3-percent inflation only.

Moreover, $3.7 billion is an 18-per-
cent reduction from the President’s
amended budget figure for SDI, and a
40-percent reduction from the Presi-
dent’s original fiscal year 1989 budget.

If, as I expect, the House adopts the
Bennett amendment, it will have re-
duced the fiscal year 1989 SDI budget
by 50 percent. There is only one way
that the House can approve the com-
mittee’s position on SDI funding—it
must defeat the Bennett amendment
which will be voted on after this
amendment.

Providing no real growth for a Presi-
dent’s highest priority program is bad
policy. Let's not make the problem
worse. I urge my colleagues to vote for
my amendment and, more important-
ly, to vote “no” on the Bennett amend-
ment.

Mr. Chairman, I yield the balance of
my time to the distinguished gentle-
man from New Jersey [Mr. COURTER],
who has long had a real interest in
this program.

Mr. COURTER. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman from Alabama
[Mr. Dicrinson] for yielding me the
remaining time on this important
amendment.

The one point I guess I want to
make very clear is the fact that is the
committee position. As much as the
rules require, because of the king-of-
the-hill situation, we have the Dickin-
son amendment at $3.7 billion. It is im-
portant to keep in mind for everybody
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that comes to the floor and votes and
who may not be present at this par-
ticular juncture that this is the bipar-
tisan position. This is the Committee
on Armed Services position. This is
the position of the gentleman from
Wisconsin [Mr. Aspin], the chairman
of the Committee on Armed Services.
He voted $3.7 billion. This position is
not a real growth over last year. It is
flat from last year.

This is the position certainly that
this body ought to vote for. You must
vote on the committee position. It is
the Aspin position, the Dickinson posi-
tion, $3.7 billion. This is the key vote.

The second thing I wanted to say is
we have had, because of this debate,
extreme positions, extremely high, ac-
cording to some perspectives, extreme-
1y low, according to other perspectives.
This particular position means that all
of the essential programs that are so
important for the research, the devel-
opment, in order to prove that the
United States can defend itself against
an attack, whether that attack is
launched by mistake or computer
error.

Talking about computer errors, we
just had one in this body as we were
sitting here; we saw the lights flash,
and Members' “no” votes were put on
the “yes” column, and *“yes” votes
were put on the “no” column. There
was a gentleman who correctly point-
ed out that there was a software prob-
lem. But if you have a software prob-
lem in a ballistic missile program, it
can be launched by error. This body
should vote yes on this $3.7 billion, the
position of the Committee on Armed
Services, and no real increase over last
year.

It has been said that in life you can
g0 up or you can go down. We are not

certainly for less funding in
strategic defense this year over last
year. We are not, by virtue of this
Dickinson amendment, asking for an
appreciable increase over the level of
essential funding.

If you talk to Abe Abrahamson, who
is the head of the SDI office, he will
say that this is the very bare minimum
they need in order for full research in
the various types of components and
programs essential for researching the
possibility of protecting our homeland,
protecting America against a threat of
a ballistic missile strike.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr, Chairman, I
yield such time as he may consume to
the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr.
AsPiN], the chairman.

Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Chairman, I would
like to just say that my position is, on
this amendment, that I am, in fact,
going to support the Bennett amend-
ment at this time.

I did support in the committee, and I
do believe that where the committee
has come out is about the right place
to come out, but where we hit, where
we came out in the committee was
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before the Senate had a chance to
vote on this issue. If the Senate had
come in at a reasonable level, I would
still be supporting the committee posi-
tion.

The Senate number is $4.6 billion, If
we now support the Bennett amend-
ment, we will end up, if we split the
difference, at about where the com-
mittee position is.

I think the right move for the House
right now is to support the Bennett
amendment.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Missouri [Mr. SKELTON].

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Chairman, earli-
er during the debate I intended to set
forth all of the various aspects of the
amendments, and in so doing, I had
hoped to separate the wheat from the
chaff.

Let me briefly reiterate what we are
doing here on all of these SDI amend-
ments. Taking into consideration that
the committee came out with a $4.1
billion figure, and that the Senate
Armed Services Committee came out
with a $4.6 billion figure, now, the fig-
ures I gave and give include research
and development, Department of
Energy money and military construc-
tion money.

We have already voted on two
amendments. The gentleman from Ar-
izona [Mr. KvL] sought 4.9, and had
that been adopted and a split between
the Senate position and ours, we
would have come out with 4.7. The
gentleman from California [Mr. DEL-
Loums] had $1.3 billion, and a split with
the Senate, we would have come out
with $3 billion. The gentleman from
Alabama has the figure that was
agreed upon in the Committee on
Armed Services, $4.1 billion, and a
split with the Senate would end up 4.3.

The gentleman from Florida [Mr.
BeNNETT] has an amendment which
will be heard shortly at $3.5 billion,
and split with the Senate, it will end
up at $4.1 billion, which coincidentally
is the figure that the committee
agreed upon a bit earlier.

I think this may give us a bit better
idea as to what we are doing and
where we are going, separating the
facts as we now know them.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. R1pGel.

Mr. RIDGE. Mr. Chairman, I would
like to remind our colleagues basically
what happened last year when we ad-
dressed this issue in a similar fashion.

Congressman BENNETT and those
who supported his amendment capped
spending in this Chamber at $3.1 bil-
lion, but once it was reported back of
conference, the SDI Program received
a very hefty increase taking us, I
think, to the area of $3.9 billion.

I certainly think we can anticipate
that history will repeat itself, and I
think we have to be mindful of that.
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Second, this amendment is somewhat
illusory, because it says the spending
is going to be capped at $3.7 billion.
Please understand that there are $300
to $400 million in SDI related pro-
grams in the DOE. These are pro-
grams that will promote additional re-
search programs in SDI, and I hope
my colleagues are mindful of that.
Third, when this program was initiat-
ed, we thought it was prudent for this
country to engage and embark upon a
course that took us into a prudent,
long-term careful research program
for ballistic-missile defense. Clearly
that should remain our objective
rather than rushing out to the early
deployment. We have seen during the
past couple of years a successive varie-
ty of technologies that pro-SDI scien-
tists have researched and found to be
inadequate. I urge my colleagues to
vote against this amendment. The
next vote on the Bennett amendment
authorizes the most appropriate form
of funding.

0O 1535

Mr. BENNETT. Mr, Chairman, I
yield my remaining 1 minute to the
gentleman from New York [Mr. HocH-
BRUECKNER].

Mr. HOCHBRUECKNER. Mr.
Chairman, I rise in opposition to the
Dickinson amendment. I believe that
$4.1 billion is clearly overkill relative
to the work that we need to do to have
a robust research program for star
wars.

I would like to point out that the
final budget that we will spend this
year in terms of defense will be $299.5
billion, and clearly there are many
conventional programs that need to be
supported.

I have in my hand an E-2 Grumman
Hawkeye aircraft model. The Coast
Guard has used two of these aircraft
very effectively to reduce the flow of
narcotics into Florida and the Caribbe-
an area over the past 2 years. Clearly
if the Dickinson amendment is passed
we will lose the opportunity to provide
additional money for this kind of con-
ventional defense support.

This is where we need to put the
money. So the choice we have today is
to put money into a theoretical star
wars in space or to put our taxpayers
money into the drug war here on
Earth. I vote for Earth. Let us wait for
space later.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
Gray of Illinois). All time has expired.

The question is on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Ala-
bama [Mr. DICKINSON].

The question was taken; and the
Chairman pro tempore announced
that the noes appeared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE
Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, I
demand a recorded vote.
A recorded vote was ordered.
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would be followed by the Spratt
amendment of 10 minutes.

Now following that it had been the
intention of the chairman, as I under-
stand it, to go to en bloc amendments
and possibly then to add-back, to take
up the money that had been made
available from whatever deletions
there might be from the SDI Program.

The leader referred to the Aspin
amendment. I do not know what that

is.

Mr. FOLEY. If the gentleman will
yield, I misspoke; the add-back amend-
ment was the amendment I was refer-

ring to.

Mr. DICKINSON. Did I recount the
sequence of events as the chairman of
the committee understands them?

Mr. ASPIN. If I may respond to the
gentleman from Alabama, it is the in-
tention of what we would like to finish
today between now and 6 o'clock to-
night when we yield the floor to the
concurrent resolution, to do the 10
minutes, then vote on the Bennett
amendment; to do the 60 minutes, and
the 10 minutes on the Spratt amend-
ment, to do the add-back amendment
and to do the en bloc amendment. We
would like to do all four of those be-
tween now and 6 p.m. If we cannot
complete the whole program, we will
do as much of it as we can.

Mr. DICKINSON. But the gentle-
man would take the add-back prior to
the en bloc?

Mr. ASPIN. Yes, the gentleman is
correct.

Mr. DICKINSON. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding.

AMENDMENT OFFERED EY MR. BENNETT

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Chairman, pur-
suant to the rule, I offer an amend-
ment.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
Gray of Illinois). The Clerk will desig-
nate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment offered by Mr. BENNETT:
Strike out section 211 (page 18, line 13
through line 18) and insert in lieu thereof
the following:

SEC. 211. FUNDING FOR THE STRATEGIC DEFENSE
INITIATIVE FOR FISCAL YEAR 1989.

Of the amounts appropriated pursuant to
section 201 or otherwise made available to
the Department of Defense for research, de-
velopment, test, and evaluation for fiscal
year 1989, not more than $3,183,000,000 may
be obligated for the Strategic Defense Initi-
ative (SDI).

Page 17, line 1, strike out “For the De-
fense Agencies, $8,604,304,000” and insert in
lieu thereof “For the Defense Agencies,
$8,087,304,000"".

Page 208, line 11, strike out “Falcon Air
Force Station, Colorado, $65,000,000” and
insert in lieu thereof ‘Falcon Air Force Sta-
tion, Colorado, $54,000,000".

Page 212, line 8, strike out “$748,000,000”
and insert in lieu thereof “$737,000,000".

Page 212, line 11, strike out “$260,761,000”
and insert in lieu thereof “$249,761,000".

Page 214, insert the following after line 4:

(¢) RESTRICTION ON CERTAIN FuNpING.—Of
the amounts appropriated pursuant to this
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section or otherwise made available to the
Department of Defense for fiscal year 1989,
not more than $54,000,000 may be obligated
or expended for use in planning and con-
struction of a National Test Facility for the
Strategic Defense Initiative at Falcon Air
Force Base, Colorado.

Page 237, strike out lines 2 through 9 and
insert in lieu thereof the following:

(a) PROGRAMS, PROJECTS, AND ACTIVITIES OF
THE DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY RELATING TO THE
STRATEGIC DEFENSE INITIATIVE—Of the
funds appropriated to the Department of
Energy for fiscal year 1889 for operating ex-
penses and plant and capital equipment, not
more than $245,000,000 may be obligated or
expended for programs, projects, and activi-
ties of the Department of Energy relating to
the Strategic Defense Initiative.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore, Pur-
suant to the rule, the gentleman from
Florida [Mr. BENNETT] will be recog-
nized for 5 minutes and the Member
opposed will be recognized for 5 min-
utes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Florida [Mr. BENNETT].

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Chairman, I
yield such time as he may consume to
the gentleman from Pennsylvania
[Mr. FOGLIETTA].

Mr. FOGLIETTA. Mr. Chairman, | rise in
support of the amendment offered by Mr.
BENNETT and Mr. RIDGE to limit SDI funds to
$3% billion. | use the word “limit” here in a
loose fashion given that that level actually
represents a $400 million increase over the
amount authorized by the House last year.
This is not a reduction; it is a sensible level
which adequately reflects the times.

Five years ago, when President Reagan
made his now-famous star wars speech, the
Defense budget was rapidly rising with wide
congressional and public support. Further-
more, United States-Soviet arms control nego-
tiations were deadlocked, with both Nation's
festering a climate of accusation and hostility.

We are now in a new era which demands
changed priorities. First off, public support for
higher Defense spending has evaporated; the
enormous budget deficit and its implications
for our economy have forced all of us to
search for ways to trim the budget. Defense
spending has reached a plateau and previous
budget projections have been scrapped in
favor of more reasonable levels.

Second, the prospects for a historic arms
reduction agreement have never been greater.
As President Reagan prepares for his fourth,
and probably final meeting with Soviet Gener-
al Secretary Gorbachev, 50-percent reduc-
tions in the long-range, strategic nuclear mis-
siles is a viable possibility—so long as the SDI
question is settled.

Does Congress want to divert money from
much-needed conventional programs, readi-
ness, and sustainability for this pie-in-the-sky
missile defense? Does Congress want to actu-
ally lower our capability to deter nuclear war?
Does Congress want to send a signal to the
Soviets that the United States is rushing
ahead with an uncontrolled SDI Program, un-
dercutting the opportunities to reverse the
arms race.

It is obvious to me that the answer to all of
these questions is a resounding “no.” Con-
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gress should say “yes" to this critical amend-
ment.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 30 seconds to the gentleman
from Oregon [Mr. AuCOIN].

Mr. AuCOIN. Mr. Chairman, last
week the gentleman from Pennsylva-
nia [Mr. WaLkER] said on the floor
that the leadership was refusing to
allow even one antidrug amendment
on this bill, and he said that was “ap-
paning’ﬂ

Well, he was wrong.

Let me put it to my friends on the
Republican right: Here's your anti-
drug vote opportunity.

Pass the Bennett amendment and
we'll follow with a transfer of $350
million in star wars savings to drug
interdiction.

Vote down the Bennett amendment,
and you take $300 million from the
war on drugs.

Of course, you do have to choose be-
tween star wars or drug wars. But
that's OK. The American people want
to know your priorities.

0O 1605

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
South Carolina [Mr. SPRATT].

Mr, SPRATT. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of this amendment for the
same reasons that the chairman of our
Committee on Armed Services has
stated previously. I voted for the Dick-
inson position just a minute ago. I
voted in committee to have an SDI
budget that included inflation for this
year, but I feel, if we are going to
obtain that level of funding, our best
position is to go into conference at the
level the gentleman from Florida [Mr.
BENNETT] proposes, because inevitably,
looking back over the history of the
last 3 years dealing in conference, we
will end up about where the commit-
tee was.

So, for that reason above all I sup-
port the gentleman'’s position and urge
others to do the same.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Chairman, I re-
serve the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
Gray of Illinois). The gentleman from
Alabama [Mr. Dickinson] is recog-
nized for 5 minutes to speak in opposi-
tion to the amendment.

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, I
would hate very much if anyone would
interpret an add back of any portion
of this bill for drug purposes, drug
interdiction, as a partisan issue. Noth-
ing could be further from the truth.
The chairman and I have discussed
this. I know exactly how much is going
back in.

As a matter of fact, we have agreed
that of the amount going back in,
about 60 percent goes in for procure-
ment, and about 40 percent for oper-
ation and maintenance.
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The Members on my side of the aisle
over here would like to see more activi-
ty in the antidrug enforcement, and
certainly there is nothing partisan
about this. There is no Democrat
stamp on it. Nobody is claiming credit
for it. But, Mr, Chairman, I guess it is
only natural that some people would
like to claim credit for it. This is not
the case, Mr. Chairman. We are just as
much, if not more so, in favor of more
strict drug enforcement than the gen-
tleman that just spoke.

Let me say the committee position is
$3.7 billion for SDI. Mr. BENNETT will
take a half a billion dollars out of this,
which is totally unacceptable accord-
ing to the administration, to General
Abramson, who is head of the SDI
effort, and to the Department of De-
fense.

If my colleagues vote “no” on the
Bennett amendment, my colleagues
support the committee, support the
committee position, and I would urge
the Members to support the commit-
tee that has jurisdiction, that has
heard the argument, knows the facts
and reported out even with the chair-
man’s vote, the 3.7 that would be the
committee position, and my colleagues
will get that position by voting “no” to
Bennett to take out half a billion dol-
lars more.

Mr. Chairman, I yield such time as
he may consume to the very distin-
guished gentleman from Ohio [Mr.
KasIcHI.

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I
would like to reemphasize the gentle-
man’s position, and that is that we al-
ready have cut the amended request
about $1.7 billion. Now we are going to
go even further and make a reduction
of another half a billion dollars, which
I think is really going to jeopardize
much of the vital research that has to
be done on the SDI Program.

Mr. Chairman, with the reports of
Saudi purchases of surface-to-surface
missiles from the Chinese with 1,600
miles in range, with the recent reports
of Libya attempting to buy surface-to-
surface missiles from Brazil, with the
spread to Third World countries of the
use of surface-to-surface missiles, now
is not the time to make a half-a-bil-
lion-dollar additional cut in the SDI
Program and delay our ability to do
the kind of effective research that
needs to be done in order to make
some very vital determinations.

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. PICKLE].

Mr. PICKLE, Mr. Chairman, we face
several amendments today which pro-
pose to cut funding for the strategic
defense initiative, and several more
proposals to restructure the SDI Pro-

gram.

It is obvious that many attitudes are
changing on these issues, even within
the administration. Scientists are re-
thinking their positions on the viabili-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

ty of the system. This sort of scientific
debate is healthy and should be ex-
pected. At the same time, our negotia-
tors are attempting to overcome obsta-
cles in achieving an arms control
agreement with the Soviets. Once
again, there is much debate on the
proposed SDI system.

Since this program was unveiled, bil-
lions of dollars have been spent to re-
search and develop the technologies
which might support creation of a
space-based defensive system. Our
Government has encouraged and
funded research on the part of private
companies and institutions in develop-
ing and improving these important
technologies.

Mr. Chairman, it's hard to argue
against research and development.
Such research always produces civilian
spinoffs, even though it is impossible
for us to calculate today what they
might be. We are all familiar with the
spinoffs from research in the early
years of our Space Program—ranging
from freeze-dried food to new medical
technologies. The technology current-
ly being developed for SDI, like that
of the Space Program, holds the op-
portunity for limitless commercial
spinoffs; for example, more sophisti-
cated computers, enhanced radar de-
tection and tracking, improvements in
conventional weaponry, to name just a
few.

‘We should not, on the basis of policy
differences, decide to terminate or cur-
tail this sort of groundbreaking re-
search and development. The scientif-
ic community deserves our continued
interest and support. Mr, Chairman,
even if this SDI system is never de-
ployed, I maintain that there will be a
wealth of technology springing from
the laboratories of our Nation that
will benefit our society and our econo-
my. I want to urge my colleagues to
consider this aspect of the SDI debate
when you cast your votes on the meas-
ures before us. Do not suffocate vital
scientific exploration by cutting off
the air for SDI research.

Thus, Mr. Chairman, I do not favor
the reduction of SDI funds as pro-
posed by Mr. BENNETT. We have re-
duced the SDI funds enough this year,
and we ought not to reduce them fur-
ther. We should support the commit-
tee.

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, I
reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 1% minutes to the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. RIpGel.

Mr. RIDGE. My colleagues, I want
the Members to recall the historic
characterization of the SDI Program
as it was initially conceived. My col-
leagues remember some of the TV ad-
vertisements in support of that pro-
gram. Remember the nonnuclear, ab-
solutely fail-safe astrodome concept
that was going to protect everybody
everywhere? That was the mission,
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and that was the architecture, and
that was the characterization of the
SDI Program.

We have seen during the past 5 or 6
years that both the mission and the
architecture have begun to change.
We are beginning to see that scien-
tists, pro-SDI scientists, as they go
through the precess of examining and
then eliminating technologies which
apply and do not apply, have run into
some very, very difficult problems, so
let us not kid ourselves that we should
not continue a level of funding for
basic, prudent, reasonable research.
Everyone who supports the Bennett
amendment is certainly supporting
that in a very, very aggressive fashion.

Let us not forget as well, my col-
leagues, that last year, when we
capped spending in this body at 3.1, we
reported it back out of conference at
almost $4 billion, and, deja vu, it will
happen again this year. And, if any of
my colleagues had any assurance that
the Dickinson amendment would pre-
vail in conference, 3.7, the gentleman
from Florida and I would not be offer-
ing this amendment.

Everybody said that 3.7 is the mark.
Well, it may be the mark, but we know
that unless you adopt the Bennett
amendment we are not going to see it
when it is reported back.

0 1615

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Virginia [Mr. OLIN].

Mr. OLIN. Mr. Chairman, I thank
“i;: gentleman for yielding me this
time.

Mr. Chairman, it is very evident to
everybody here, I think, that the ma-
jority of this House support the SDI
program. We do that really for two
reasons. One is that we think this pro-
gram will help us keep from being sur-
prised by the Soviet military one of
these days in this area.

We also think we can find out
whether it is going to be possible to
develop a ballistic missile defense
system that will increase military sta-
bility in the world. Both of these ob-
jections can be achieved through a
robust research program that has con-
sistent funding.

Many of us do not want to get side-
tracked on an escalation of the pro-
gram through early deployment which
we are not ready for, which is prema-
ture and would cut into the fundamen-
tal research that is needed.

The point of the Bennett amend-
ment, which has been demonstrated I
think here many times, is to keep the
funding level for SDI level at $4.1 bil-
lion. That is plenty of money to do
this program. We are going to need to
stick with that for a number of years
to get the program done.

So I urge the Members to consider
that fact. Remember that the Bennett
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amendment is right for the SDI. Vote
for it.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Chairman, I
yield the balance of my time to the
gentleman from California [Mr.
Faziol.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. FAZIO. I yield to the gentleman
from Washington.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
strong support of the Bennett amend-
ment.

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
strong support of the amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from Florida
[Mr. BENNETT] and the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. RIDGE].

Mr, Chairman, I think it is very im-
portant that we support the Bennett
amendment to reach the committee’s
goal of about $4.1 billion in the next
fiscal year, because we have got to
look down the road at the additional
defense costs that are accruing.

We talked a lot about the INF agree-
ment and the additional conventional
costs that will occur as the result of
the signing of that treaty, which we
all support.

Most of us are not aware, as Gen.
Brent Scowcroft has told us, that if we
get a START agreement similar to the
one that has been offered we are going
to have to pay more to modernize our
strategic forces to disperse our launch-
ers so that we do not have all our birds
on a few Tridents and a relatively few
MZX missiles.

We have already heard from Mr.
Carlucci that we are going to have to
cut $250 billion in the next 5 years out
of anticipated defense expenditures if
we have 2 percent real growth, and I
do not think very many of us expect to
have 2 percent real growth for the
next several years. We simply cannot
afford to force feed more into the SDI.

This is a balanced, modest amendment.

The amendment does not gut SDI. The
amendment provides $3.5 billion for a sub-
stantial research program, $400 million more
than the House approved last year.

What this amendment seeks to do is simply
provide some funding stability to the program.

SDI has grown faster than almost any other
weapons program in history, growing from $1
billion in fiscal year 1984 to over $4 billion in
the current fiscal year. Last year, the SDI
budget jumped 11 percent even while the rest
of the defense budget declined by 3 percent.

Even those most optimistic about the poten-
tial effectiveness of some of the SDI technol-
ogies cannot escape the unavoidable and
nearly unfathomable price tag of this program.

During a recent meeting with General
Abrahamson, | asked him how we could afford
SDI, and he simply stated that the administra-
tion's request for SDI in fiscal 1989 fits within
the administration’s request for defense and
that number is consistent with the budget
summit.

But what about fiscal 1990, or fiscal 1991 or
the year after that?
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General Abrahamson had no answers, in
essence deferring to Congress to find the
funds and set the priorities.

It's time that we limit funding for SDI in an
effort to curb demands on the defense budget
in the future.

By General Abrahamson's own estimates,
the first phase of SDI alone will have a price
tag of up to $150 billion.

In a time of limited growth in our defense
budgets, can we afford to spend $150 billion
on a deployment scheme that even the Joint
Chiefs of Staff admit would stop—at most—30
percent of the warheads in a full-scale Soviet
attack?

Can we afford to gut our strategic modern-
ization program or conventional forces or our
critical readiness accounts, giving us a hollow
military, to invest in a system that the Office
of Technology Assessment says would likely
suffer a “catastrophic failure” the first, and
presumably only, time it is used?

The answer to all of these questions is
clearly no, we can't afford it.

| support a substantial SDI research pro-
gram; $3.5 billion is a significant investment in
SDI. But a true defense that improves crisis
stability and enhances national security will
not be brought about by throwing money at
SDI.

Mr. Chairman, under the Bennett amend-
ment, funding SDI at $3.5 billion in fiscal 1989,
we can maintain a substantial research pro-
gram that will leave us with more than an inef-
fective, destabilizing defense based on 30-
year-old kinetic energy technology and con-
ventional and strategic forces that have been
hollowed out by years of lost battles over lim-
ited defense modernization dollars.

| urge adoption of the amendment that will
start us down the path of responsible strategic
defense budgets and goals; | urge adoption of
the Bennett-Ridge amendment.

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman,
the amendment of the gentleman
from Florida [Mr. BENNETT] and his
supporters reminds me of the little
boy who did not want to hurt his
puppy, so he just cut off his tail one
inch at a time.

Mr. Chairman, I yield the balance of
our time to the gentleman from New
Jersey [Mr. COURTER].

Mr. COURTER. Mr. Chairman, I do
not know whether I can do any better
than that.

When the SDI Program was origi-
nally conceived, we knew that it would
take about $26 billion over 5 years to
do the type of dedicated research in
order to have a defensive system that
we could use.

There are consequences to every
vote. I think a lot of people in this
Chamber are saying, “I believe in SDI,
but I want to cut significant money
from it.”

The Bennett amendment cuts $600
million from basic research necessary
to achieve the idea of America defend-
ing itself. That $600 million has conse-
quences.

The $26 billion over a period of time
is going to be needed whether we have
the Bennett amendment or not. The

May 4, 1988

point is, we have to prove this technol-
OgYy as soon as possible.

This amendment will mean we are
going to shove off that day while the
Soviet Union does their research,
when they have all their scientists,
when they are spending as much on
defense that they spend on offense, we
are going to have a date further on
the horizon before we can justify de-
ployment of this system,

Vote no on the Bennett amendment.
It is going to hurt significantly the re-
search program.

Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Chairman, | have never
supported SDI at the level requested by the
President. But | believe that the SDI research
should go forward. Each year | try to support
an affordable, viable level of spending, usually
opposing large increases.

on my previous years' record, | am
tempted to vote for the Bennett amendment. |
would like to see SDI appropriations either
frozen or held to a small increase. A vote for
the Bennett amendment would be based on
the assumption that the Senate would in-
crease the amount somewhat in conference.

However, despite the fact that | voted for a
Bennett amendment last year, | will support
the committee's figure—that is, the Dickinson
amendment—this year. Part of the difference
is that | have more confidence in the more re-
alistic approach of Secretary Carlucci this
year. The rest of the difference is that | would
prefer not to give the impression that the
United States is willing to reduce this program
as we negotiate with the U.S.S.R,, which
seems to be nervous about it.

| believe the Dickinson figure is about right.
| think we should not reduce any incentive the
Soviets may have to negotiate substantial nu-
clear arms reductions.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. (Mr.
GRray of Illinois). All time has expired.

The question is on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Florida
[Mr. BENNETT].

The question was taken; and the
Chairman pro tempore announced
that the noes appeared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Chairman, I
demand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic
device, and there were—ayes 223, noes
195, not voting 13, as follows:

[Roll No. 101]
AYES—223

Ackerman Bonker Coats
Akaka Borski Coble
Alexander Bosco Coelho
Anderson Boucher Collins
Annunzio Boxer Conte
Anthony Brennan Conyers
Applegate Brooks Cooper
Aspin Brown (CA) Coyne
Atkins Bruce Crockett
AuCoin Bryant de la Garza
Bates Bustamante DeFazio
Beilenson Campbell Dellums
Bennett Cardin Dicks
Bereuter Carper Dingell
Berman Carr Dixon
Bilbray Chandler Donnelly
Boggs Clarke Dorgan (ND)
Boland Clay Dowdy
Bonior Clement Downey
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Durbin Kildee Ridge
Dwyer Kleczka Rodino
Dymally Kostmayer Roe
Early LaFalce Rose
Eckart Lantos Rostenkowskl
Edwards (CA) Leach (IA) Roth
Espy Lehman (CA) Roukema
Evans Lehman (FL) Roybal
Fascell Leland Russo
Fazlo Levin (MI) Babo
Felghan Levine (CA) Sawyer
Fish Lewis (GA) Bcheuer
Flake Lightfoot Schnelder
Florio Lowry (WA) Schroeder
Foglietta Luken, Thomas Schumer
Foley MacKay Sharp
Ford (MI) Manton Bhays
Ford (TN) Markey Sikorskl
Prank Martinez Skaggs
Frost Matsul Blattery
Garcla Mavroules Slaughter (NY)

Mazzoll Smith (FL)
Gephardt McCloskey Smith (IA)
Gibbons McHugh Snowe
Gilman Meyers Solarz
Glickman Mfume Spratt
Gonzalez Miller (CA) St Germain
Gordon Mineta Staggers
Grandy Moakley Stallings
Grant Moody Stark
Gray (IL) Morella Studds
Gray (PA) Morrison (CT) Swift
Green Synar
Guarini Murphy Tallon
Gunderson Nagle Tauke
Hall (OH) Natcher Torres
Hamilton Neal Torricelli
Hayes (IL) Nowak Towns
Hayes (LA) Oakar Traficant
Henry Oberstar Traxler
Hertel Obey Valentine
Hochbrueckner Olin Vento
Horton Visclosky
Hoyer Owens (NY) Walgren
Hughes Owens (UT) Watkins
Jacobs Panetta Waxman
Jeffords Pease Weiss
Johnson (8D)  Pelosi Wheat
Jones (NC) Penny Whitten
Jones (TN) Pepper Williams
Jontz Perkins Wise
Eanjorski Pickett Wolpe
Kaptur Price Wyden
Kastenmeier Pursell Wylie
Kennedy Rahall
Kennelly Richardson

NOES—195

Andrews DeLay Hunter
Archer Derrick Hutto
Armey DeWine Hyde
Badham Dickinson Inhofe
Baker DioGuardi Ireland
Ballenger Dornan (CA) Ji
Barnard Dreler Johnson (CT)
Bartlett Edwards (OK) Kasich
Barton Emerson Kemp
Bateman English Kolbe
Bentley Erdreich Kolter
Bevill Fawell EKonnyu
Bilirakls Fields Kyl
Bliley Flippo Lagomarsino
Boehlert Frenzel Lancaster
Broomfield Gallegly Latta
Brown (CO) Gallo Leath (TX)
Buechner Gaydos Lent

Gekas Lewis (CA)
Burton Gingrich Lewis (FL)
Byron Goodling Lipinski
Callahan Gradison Livingston
Chapman Gregg Lloyd
Chappell Hall (TX) Lott
Cheney Hammerschmidt Lowery (CA)
Clinger Hansen an
Coleman (MO) Harris Lukens, Donald
Coleman (TX) Hatch L
Combest Hefley Mack
Coughlin Hefner Madigan
Courter Herger Marlenee
Craig Hiler Martin (IL)
Crane Holloway Martin (NY)
Dannemeyer Hopkins ess
Darden Houghton MecCollum
Davis (IL) Hubbard
Davis (MI) Huckaby MecCurdy

McDade Rhodes Smith, Robert
McEwen Rinaldo (OR)
McGrath Ritter Solomon
McMillan (NC) Roberts Spence
McMillen (MD) Robinson Stangeland
Michel Rogers Stenholm
Miller (OH) Rowland (CT) Stratton
Miller (WA) Rowland (GA) Stump
Molinari Salkl Sundquist
Mollohan Savage Sweeney
Montgomery Saxton Swindall
Moorhead Schaefer Tauzin
Morrison (WA) Schuette Taylor
Murtha Schulze Thomas (CA)
Myers Sensenbrenner Thomas (GA)
Nelson Shaw Upton
Nichols Shumway Vander Jagt
Nielson Shuster Volkmer
Oxley Sisisky Vucanovich
Packard Skeen Walker
Parris Skelton Weber
Pashayan Slaughter (VA) Weldon
Patterson Smith (NE) Whittaker
Petri Smith (NJ) Wilson
Pickle Smith (TX) Wolf
Porter Smith, Denny Wortley
Quillen (OR) Yatron
Ravenel Smith, Robert Young (AK)

(NH) Young (FL)

NOT VOTING—13
Biaggi Hastert Stokes
Boulter Hawkins Udall
Daub Mica Yates
Duncan Rangel
Dyson Ray
0O 1637
The Clerk announced the following
pair:
On this vote:

Mr, Hawkins for, with Mr, Daub against.

Mr. McMILLEN of Maryland and
Mr. VOLKMER changed their votes
from uaye” m uno.n

Mr. SIKORSKI changed his vote
from “no” to “aye.”

So the amendment was agreed to.

The result of the vote was an-
nounced as above recorded.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr,
Gray of Illinois). It is now in order to
debate the subject matter of phase 1
of the strategic defense initiative.

Pursuant to the rule, the gentleman
from Wisconsin [Mr. AspiN] will be
recognized for 30 minutes and the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. BApHAM]
will be recognized for 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Wisconsin [Mr. AspPIN].

Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Chairman, on our
side of the aisle the Member control-
ling the time will be the gentleman
from South Carolina [Mr. SPRATTI.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
gentleman from South Carolina will
be recognized for 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from South Carolina [Mr, SPRATT].

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I will presently yield
to the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr.
AsPIN] the chairman of the Commit-
tee on Armed Services, and to the gen-
tleman from New Mexico [Mr. RicH-
arpson] for a brief colloquy about this

particular amendment.
First let me state the purpose of the
amendment. The Spratt-Hoch-

brueckner-McCloskey amendment pro-
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poses to retain the current allocation
of SDI funding for near-term systems,
or phase 1, at 40 percent which is the
current level or allocation, blocking
the increase to 50 percent of total
funding for phase 1 or the near-term
system in fiscal 1989 as the SDIO had
requested. Our amendment would not
dictate otherwise how the managers of
the SDI program must spend the
money that is budgeted for them. Our
amendment simply would stabilize
funding for the longer term technol-
ogies, the laser programs, the directed
energy research effort, the longer
term technologies so that these funds
supporting these programs are not sy-
phoned in the near-term phase 1 sys-
tems and the near-term deployment.

Mr. Chairman, that is the thrust and
purpose of our amendment. We will go
into debate with an explanation of it
in just a moment.

Mr. Chairman, I yield such time as
he may consume to the gentleman
from Wisconsin [Mr. AsPiN] so that he
might engage in a colloquy with the
gentleman from New Mexico [Mr.
RICHARDSON].

Mr, ASPIN. Mr. Chairman, first I
will yield to the gentleman from New
Mexico.

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr, Chairman,
I would like to express my strong sup-
port for the amendment offered by
the gentleman from North Carolina.
The Spratt amendment would main-
tain current levels of phase 1 funding
of the SDI Program at 40 percent in-
stead of the proposed increase to 50
percent in fiscal year 1989. The pur-
suit of phase 1 is simply premature—
the Spratt amendment would stabilize
funding for directed energy research
programs and long-term research pro-
grams.

New Mexico is taking a leading role
in directed energy research. The
ground-based free electron laser
project is located at the White Sands
Missile Range in New Mexico. The pri-
mary purpose of this experiment is to
determine that a high energy free
electron laser beam can be generated
and steered effectively through the at-
mosphere from a ground-based facili-
ty. This advanced technology is not
only the next logical step in laser ex-
perimentation, but will lead to signifi-
cant laser advances with numerous in-
dustrial and medical application. The
success of this experiment requires
cfmst.ruction of state-of-the-art facili-
ties.

Mr. Chairman, is the engineering
and construction of these facilities one
of the committee’s priorities in the di-
rected energy program?

Mr. ASPIN. Yes. The fiscal year
1988 construct and design funding
level for the Ground-Based Laser Pro-
gram is $5.6 million, a substantial re-
duction from the anticipated level of
$40 to $59 million. As a result, the
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overall design and construction pro-
gram has been scaled back and
stretched out. Maintaining the present
pace will require a minimum of $22
million in fiscal year 1989.

Mr. RICHARDSON. Does the chair-
man agree with my conclusion that
every effort should be made to accom-
modate this funding level within the
SDIO budget?

Mr. ASPIN. Yes.

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Chairman,
another promising project in this area
is the Full Moon laser project being
conducted by the Mission Research
Corp. in Los Alamos, NM. The Full
Moon project is providing leadership
in pulsed laser technology that will
enable important tactical weapons ap-
plications. The armed services have
expressed significant interest in the
research on this project. Analysis of
the Full Moon Program indicates that
impulse lethality will require less
energy, less advice volume, and less
total weight than thermal lethality
approaches for tactical missions.

Mr. Chairman, is the type of re-
search conducted in the Full Moon
project one of the committee’s prior-
ities in the directed energy program?

Mr. ASPIN. Yes.

Mr. RICHARDSON. Does the chair-
man agree with my conclusion that
every effort should be made to accom-
modate funding for research projects
such as the Full Moon Program?

Mr. ASPIN. Yes.

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Chairman,
the SDI Program has come under seri-
ous criticism in the past year for its
emphasis on Kkinetic rather than di-
rected energy programs. In fact, there
exists speculation that much of SDI's
fiscal year 1989 phase 1 funds would
be allocated to the kinetic energy pro-
grams. Is this the intent of the Armed
Services Committee?

Mr. ASPIN. No.

Mr. RICHARDSON. I want to thank
the chairman for our informative ex-
change.

Mr. BADHAM. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
Ohio [Mr. KasIicH].

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, it is
with some reluctance but yet with
great concern that I rise against the
Spratt amendment for some very basic
reasons. Let me first of all begin to
talk about phase 1 because I think
that is what people must get clear in
their own minds as to what phase 1
really represents. Phase 1 represents
technology that we understand a great
deal about at the present time. It rep-
resents what we call, for example, ki-
netic energy systems.

What do we mean by kinetic? We
mean a system that can strike another
system and destroy it, such as destroy-
ing a missile. That would be a kinetic
kill vehicle, a system that would be
put up in space that would circle the
Earth in orbit and that would in terms
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of a Soviet launch of a ballistic missile,
would send out small rockets and liter-
ally ram into the missile that is
launching from Soviet territory into
space.
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What that would allow us to do, Mr.
Chairman, is literally to knock out 10
warheads for the price of 1 missile.
That is a technology that is not fully
developed yet, but fully understood.

There are other types of technology
that are understood including the
ground-based kinetic vehicles which
would allow us to destroy an incoming
reentry vehicle.

What the gentleman from South
Carolina [Mr. SpraTT] is attempting to
do is to limit the amount of money
that the SDI people want to spend on
phase 1 development along with the
middle-phase development.

There are three phases of develop-
ment in the SDI Program. There is
the phase No. 1 program, the middle
program, and the follow-on phase. The
follow-on phase is the most sophisti-
cated systems that we yet do not have
great understanding about, but what
the gentleman from South Carolina
[Mr. SpraTT] attempts to do is to limit
the amount of money we can spend in
the phase 1 program. That program
we understand the best, and that pro-
gram, in my view, offers us the great-
est potential for achievement and ad-
vancement, particularly in the area of
accidental launch.

I have some difficulty understanding
why the gentleman from South Caroli-
na wants to offer this amendment, be-
cause if Members take a look at fiscal
year 1988 and fiscal year 1989 spend-
ing, we find that in the SDI Program,
the programmers are doing essentially
what the gentleman from South Caro-
lina wants to do. In fact, they are
probably doing even a little bit better,
because as can be seen in the phase 1
technology, about 48 percent of the
funding is going to develop that tech-
nology that is the most readily usable,
the most easily obtainable, and the
percentage of money that the adminis-
tration asks for in fiscal year 1989 ac-
tually drops from 48 percent down to
36 percent.

The middle-term technology stays
about the same in fiscal 1988 as com-
pared to fiscal 1989, but those technol-
ogies that the gentleman from South
Carolina [Mr. Sprarr] and I would
both agree could perhaps in the future
offer us the greatest potential are
going to get the greatest increase in
the 1988 to 1989 budget.

As for directed-energy weapons—
what do we mean by directed-energy
weapons? The chemical lasers, the par-
ticle beams, the x-ray lasers, those
kinds of technologies that we do not
have a really good grasp of right now
are going to get 50 percent of the
funding under the administration’s re-
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quest. Therefore, it does not make any
sense to impose this kind of microman-
agement policy on the SDI people
when they are essentially doing what
it is that the gentleman from South
Carolina [Mr. SPRATT] wants to do.

What I think is most important to
understand is we do not want to shut
down phase 1 technology, because that
is clearly the technology that we un-
derstand the best. It is the technology
that we can use to knock down an acci-
dental launch, and I think as even the
opponents and proponents of this pro-
gram will admit, in the period of the
next 6 or 7 years if we are able to
deploy a two-phase system against ac-
cidental launch, that system will be
very, very, good in terms of capability.

What we clearly do not want to do is
put the clamps on phase 1, because
phase 1 not only offers us great utility
in the present, but phase 1 is a critical
step in terms of developing a more so-
phisticated system. In fact, phase 1
technology can be used to protect the
more sophisticated technologies that
may be deployed after the turn of the
century.

It would not make very good sense
to be cutting back on phase 1 technol-
ogy. I am not sure if the gentleman
from South Carolina perhaps drafted
this and did not get it exactly as he
wanted it to be, but the follow-on
technology is not only useful in phase
1 but also useful in the long-term tech-
nology. Yet, we have an assault on
those programs.

I think that the SDI people are
doing pretty much what the gentle-
man from South Carolina, a gentle-
man I have great regard and great re-
spect for, for his knowledge and his
commitment to understanding this
program, but I think it makes very bad
policy sense to be micromanaging the
program like this. Let the SDI people
do it on their own.

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 7 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, as I understand the
remarks of the gentleman from Ohio,
we are not really imposing that much
limitation on SDI, because SDIO is ef-
fectively doing what we are seeking to
do, and we want to hold the program
where it is, a 40-percent commitment
of total resources to phase 1, 60 per-
cent retained for the balance of the
program.

Let me say why we seek that, by
giving a little background of the pro-
gram. There are two reasons, broadly
speaking, that we are spending nearly
$4 billion a year on strategic defense;
one is to assess its practical potential.
Safeguard, our last venture into stra-
tegic defense, was decommissioned in
1976. Much has happened since 1976
in sensors, computers, optics and guid-
ance systems and microelectronics,
and above all, in lasers, directed-
energy systems, and I think it is timely
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that we take stock of the advances in
technologies to see if the latest tech-
nology has the potential of making
strategic defense cost-effective, practi-
cal and workable.

The other reason for pursuing SDI
in earnest at this time stems from
what the Soviets are doing. Our Stra-
tegic Defense Program is quite simply
a hedge against their strategic defense
program. The Soviets have a strategic
defense system, Galosh missiles, de-
ployed around Moscow. The Soviets
have an extensive air defense system
and an extensive civil defense system.
Clearly, they believe in strategic de-
fense, and we clearly have reason to
query what they are up to at Kras-
noyarsk and Dushambai and places
like that. We are not quite sure what
they are up to or what they are pursu-
ing on the far edges of strategic de-
fense. I hasten to say that not all of
the Soviet investment in strategic de-
fense has paid off. We are confident
that our warheads can penetrate their
Galosh ABM system around Moscow,
and if the Stealth bomber performs as
promised, it may render obsolete much
of what the Soviets have invested in
air defense. Still, we cannot take the
risk that the Soviets might someday
roll out a new breakthrough technolo-
gy which could destroy our missiles or
warheads before they reach the Soviet
Union. That is why we did not quit
spending on strategic defense in 1976
when we stood down the Safeguard
system. That is why we were spending
about $1 billion on it even before the
President made his speech in 1983, and
that is why we are spending $4 billion
or nearly that amount today.

If one of our reasons is to assess the
potential of strategic defense, rigor-
ously assess it in light of all the latest
advancements in technology, we
cannot complete that assessment until
we truly know what the longer-term
directed-energy or laser technologies
can actually do.

SDIO has a phased-deployment
plan. The first phase of it would be
spaced-based interceptors. These
would be designed to take out Soviet
ICBM’s in the boost phase, and these
would be followed up by ground-based
interceptors which would try to inter-
cept reentry vehicles in the midcourse.

No one for sure can say at this point
in time just how effective such a
system can be. Even as it is postulated
by those designing it and supervising,
the space-based interceptors are not
even expected to take out more than a
fraction of the Soviet ICBM’'s in the
boost phase.

The ground-based interceptors
would have to clean up the rest. It is
not by any means resolved yet wheth-
er or not the ground-based intercep-
tors would be able to take out the re-
maining reentry vehicles in midcourse.
That will depend upon midcourse dis-
crimination, telling the difference be-
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tween a real RV and a decoy. We are a
long way from being able to do that.

Whatever the efficacy of phase 1, in
time its effectiveness will degrade. The
Pentagon, the sponsor of this system,
also admits that as the Soviets deploy
fast-burn boosters, as they have al-
ready in the SS-25, and as they devel-
op the capacity to fire at our space-
based interceptors on their satellite
platforms, which they can do with
modest modifications to existing sys-
tems, the boost-phase intercept system
will become less and less effective,
more and more porous.

As the Soviets stress the midcourse
intercept system, the other half of
phase 1, with chaff and decoys, along
with real RV's, the midcourse inter-
ceptors themselves will become less
and less effective. That is not my opin-
ion. I am not qualified to make it. It is
the judgment of almost everyone who
has looked critically at strategic de-
fense,

The bottom line simply is this: In
the long term, the efficacy of strategic
defense is going to turn on the effica-
cy of directed-energy weapons. Again,
this is not my opinion. In effect, it is
the opinion of the Defense Science
Board and of the Defense Acquisition
Board. Just last June the Defense Sci-
ence Board said that the design con-
cept for first phase is “still in an early
stage and still quite sketchy.” Among
other things, they pointed out the
technology for the survivability of
space-based interceptors on their satel-
lites is still uncertain. I am quoting
from their report. “Vulnerability to
attack by ground-based ASAT's and
lasers during peacetime is particularly
disturbing.” They said, “Serious ques-
tions remain unanswered about the
ability to carry out discrimination
against anything but the most primi-
tive decoys and debris.”
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That was the Defense Science Board
speaking. The Defense Acquisition
Board had asked for their opinion, and
when they got it they recognized the
difficulty of these problems facing
phase one of SDI, and the Defense Ac-
quisition Board expressly stipulated
that before phase 1 enters or passes
milestone 2, that is before it goes into
full-scale engineering, then the follow-
on laser based technologies must be at
the point or stage in time when they
can demonstrate their validity.

Our amendment simply follows that
policy is laid down by the Defense Ac-
quisition Board. We do not want to go
forward with phase one until we know
what the longer-term technologies can
provide. All we ask for in this amend-
ment is that sort of long-term perspec-
tive, pacing, and balance in the SDI
Program.

We have quoted in the handouts and
the Dear Colleagues we have sent to
different Members the impressions
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and the opinions of various members
of the national labs who are in charge
of the SDI directed energy program.
For example, Dr. John Brown, who is
the associate director for defense re-
search at Los Alamos, testified recent-
ly before our committee, “A future
strategic defense system with ad-
vanced DEW, directed energy, will be
available as a national option only to
the extent that research has been ade-
quately emphasized and predictably
funded. Funding to date has been nei-
ther adequate nor predictable.”

That is simply what we seek, ade-
quate funding for the long-term tech-
nology that holds the promise of
making strategic defense truly revo-
luntionary and effective; stable fund-
ing for these technologies which may
hold the promise of time making nu-
clear weapons obsolete.

Mr, Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. BADHAM. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 11 minutes to the gentleman
from New Jersey [Mr. COURTER], a
member of the committee.

Mr. COURTER. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding.

From listening to the offerer of the
amendment, the gentleman from
South Carolina [Mr. SpraTt], I do not
believe that the documentation really
supports his position, and the position
is that we are spending insufficient
money for a long-term project, for the
directed energy, those things that
have promise in the distant future.
The documents submitted in support
of the amendment state that the
SDIO, the Strategic Defense Office,
has requested funding growth from 40
percent for phase 1 in fiscal year 1988
to 50 percent in 1989. The information
is flatly incorrect.

The budget breakout is actually as
follows, without the Spratt amend-
ment, without this restrictive lan-
guage, without this amendment that
really nitpicks, bureaucratizes, politi-
cizes the SDI office. Basically the
trend is already frankly to reduce the
moneys in research in the short term,
those technologies that can help us
deploy something against an acciden-
tal launch, against a launch by mis-
take, against a launch by some Third
World country. In looking at the exact
1988-89 figures in phase 1 and phase 2,
which is really the phase 1 under the
Spratt amendment, we have gone in
1988 from 48 percent for that phase 1
to 36 percent without the Spratt
amendment in phase 1 in 1989.

So without the benefit of microman-
aging, the office itself has moved sig-
nificantly in the area such that we can
do the basic research that is necessary
for the long term, more exotic directed
energy areas.

I think it is important for this body
not to micromanage. It is important
for this body, and I know the gentle-
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man from New York has a very pro-
vocative amendment which he will be
introducing very soon with regard, and
correct me if I am wrong, to some sort
of early deployment from accidental
launch which could very well be a har-
rowing experience for this country.
The United States has to have the ca-
pability to protect itself now against
an accidental launch. But moving ad-
ditional moneys from near term to far
exotic research will put more distance
between now and the time we can
defend New York City and Morris-
town, NJ, from an accidental launch.

Mr. KEMP, Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. COURTER. I am happy to yield
to the gentleman from New York.

Mr. KEMP. Mr, Chairman, I was lis-
tening to the gentleman’s remarks
about what this amendment if passed
would do, and the gentleman is right
on target with regard to not only mi-
cromanaging but shifting resources
from early to long term projects. And
I favor those, as the gentleman from
New Jersey has so eloquently testified
to so many times, I favor that, but I
favor the long term projects we are
working on.

But what I think some Members are
getting away with in this debate is on
the one hand saying they are for SDI
and research, and then either they
want to micromanage it or they quote
ALPS or General Abramson. I just
want for the record to make sure ev-
erybody knows that General Abram-
son said if adopted, this amendment
would unbalance the program toward
less technically mature projects, there-
by sacrificing the development of op-
tions for deploying systems in the near
term, including, as the gentleman
from New Jersey has pointed out,
some type of an accidental launch pro-
tection system, ALPS.

Since we are talking about it, the
Spratt amendment that is to come up
I guess tomorrow in conjunction with
the Kemp amendment, which both
purport to support accidental launch
protection systems, this undercuts in
my view that effort. I am not challeng-
ing the motives of the gentleman from
South Carolina, but I think it is incon-
sistent to on one hand micromanage
phase 1 and then tomorrow or later in
the debate say there is a problem with
accidental launch.

What is the technology that will
answer the problem of accidental
launch if it is not the near term phase
one kinetic energy capability that is so
advanced that we are ready, in my
view, to begin deployment in the near
term?

So the gentleman is making an im-
portant contribution to the debate and
I hope my colleagues will see through
the Spratt amendment and vote it
down and get to the next debate to
come which is, of course, how do we
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protect America against an accidental
launch.

Mr. COURTER. I appreciate the
gentleman’s comments. We have seen
this type of an approach in this body
many, many times where certainly not
the offerer of the amendment, the
gentleman from South Carolina [Mr.
SeraTT], but there are others who like
to say they are in favor of strategic de-
fense but they do not deploy anything.
In fact, they restrict the research dol-
lars to make sure that in perpetuity it
remains a concept, it remains an idea,
it remains more a goal. I think we
want more than a goal, we want to
protect the United States against acci-
dental launch

Mr. KEMP. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. COURTER. I am happy to yield
to the gentleman from New York.

Mr. KEMP. Mr. Chairman, I remem-
ber listening to the gentleman from
New Jersey say one time, and I have
quoted it many times but I give him
credit for at least the concept of re-
calling for all of us what would have
happened to this country’s space pro-
gram if John F. Kennedy had said I
think we will do a research program
on going to the moon in the decade of
the 1960s. There would not have been
the excitement, there would not have
been the motivation. The scientific
community was if not split at least di-
vided in part over the project. It never,
in my view, would have been possible
to create that atmosphere, that envi-
ronment, that motivation that really
launched this country’s great space
program. And as the gentleman from
New Jersey is pointing out for us, SDI
is being chipped away. And what kills
me is that I can understand the total
opposition of some, but all of those
who stand up and love the research,
they love it so much that they think
that they are going to be able to re-
search it ad infinitum, and it is going
to hurt and kill some of the most
promising programs. There is even one
other argument of those who stand up
and say they are pro-SDI that the sci-
entists tell us that these technologies
are off in the distance. I have talked,
as has the gentleman from New
Jersey, with a number of the pro-SDI
scientists. They are absolutely on fire
with regard to not only the long-term
possibilities and technologies, but
what we can do right now.

I think it is a mistake to let the
American people lose sight of the fact
that there are experiments, there are
programs, there are technologies, and
there are things that can be done
right now that can begin that archi-
tecture.

I would close with the thought, an-
other metaphor, imagine the anti-
cancer program. What if we said we
are going to wait until we reach the
perfect anticancer weapon before we
ever use it. No one would stand for
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that. We deploy it as soon as we test
its efficacy and of course its safety,
and then we go ahead with it. It seems
to me we ought to begin and that we
ought to begin soon to deploy or to
build. I favor that, as the gentleman
from New Jersey does, and we ought
not let the Spratt amendment get in
the way not only of the promising
technologies for the future, but what
can be done in the near term.

Mr. COURTER. The gentleman is
precisely correct. I am sure there was
no Spratt amendment when John F.
Kennedy was around and he said we
wanted to place an American on the
Moon and return that individual
safely to Earth before the decade was
out. It was a clarion call, something
that focused the imagination and
energy of this country.

I remember very well there were sci-
entists at that particular time saying it
was unachievable with the engineering
technology of that day, but through
working, funding, and commitment it
was achieved, and there was no
amendment by the Congress meddling
in that decision. The Congress of the
United States did not say we want to
put a certain type of fuel in the boost-
ers, we want to have two ages and not
three stages, we want to have this type
of helmet, we want to place more
money in the more exotic systems.

This is an important amendment, it
really is, and it is well intentioned by
the gentleman from South Carolina,
and I think by virtue of the fact that
it has been given an hour it means
that it is significant, and I know the
gentleman wants to achieve this.

My point is the Congress of the
United States often is saying let the
experts decide where the money
should go. This is a sophisticated, com-
plicated thing and there is balance be-
tween the short term and the long
term, and when there is a change in
technology sometimes that balance
has to be changed. When there are
new types of research, the Office of
Strategic Defense has to be able to
channel resources to new technologies.

This amendment restricts that to a
degree. It micromanages to a degree,
not totally, but partially, and that is in
fact the bad part about the amend-
ment.

The movement is toward future re-
search in this area, but if we want to
have a deployed system that protects
us against accidental launch, we have
to spend money on HEDI and the high
endo-atmospheric interceptor, and
that is in phase one. Let us not restrict
the amount of money we can put in
HEDI. Let us not restrict the sum of
money we can put in kinetic energy.

Vote no on the Spratt amendment.

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. COURTER. I am happy to yield
to the gentleman from Ohio.
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Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, phase
1 technology is critical to protecting
advanced technology somewhere down
the road. We cannot get to the ad-
vanced unless we develop the first
technology.

Mr. COURTER. Exactly. I appreci-
ate the gentleman’s comments. It is
the engineering experience, It is one
thing to have a laboratory conceptual
understanding of a technology, and we
all can agree that our best scientists
recognize that a bullet can hit a bullet,
that we can have space based intercep-
tors that can track and intercept. But
the problem is in where the United
States is good, which is in the engi-
neering, in creating something from
concept to fruition to deployment to
safety, and that is what this amend-
ment is hurting. This amendment is
hurting America using what America
is good at, the engineering and moving
something from concept to deploy-
ment.

Mr. KASICH. Will the gentleman
yield again?

Mr. COURTER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Ohio.

Mr. KEASICH. Mr. Chairman, I ap-
preciate the gentleman yielding.

In solid terms, I think the gentle-
man should make the point that the
KKV, the kinetic kill vehicle, is used
as a defense to a space-based laser pro-
gram; that is, a directed energy
weapon program that the gentleman
wants to shift resources to. If we do
not have a KKV, it does not offer the
protection that we need to have for
our more advanced systems.

So I say to the gentleman from New
Jersey it is not just the engineering
development, but it is a practical use
of phase 1 technology that is comple-
mentary with advanced technology to
make this system as good as it possibly
can be.

Mr. COURTER. I thank the gentle-
man.

Finally, just let me say if my col-
leagues think that this particular
office, which is doing a remarkable
job, merits the flexibility, and it is not
totally flexible, we know where they
are putting their money, they let us
know line by item, phase by phase,
and we know precisely where the
effort is going, why restrict that, why
put handcuffs on it, why make it less
flexible than it really is?

Vote no on the Spratt amendment.

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume to
respond to one statement made by the
gentleman from New Jersey [Mr.
CourTER] and the gentleman from
Ohio [Mr. KasicH].

The HEDI system, the high endoat-
mospheric interceptor, is classified by
SDI as a follow-on phase system in the
resource allocation chart which is ref-
erenced in the amendment, and which
SDI presented with its budget. So it
indicates that we have not foreclosed
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that or eliminated that in imposing
this amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 6 minutes to
the gentleman from Indiana [Mr.
McCLOSKEY].

Mr. McCLOSKEY. Mr, Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding, and
for all of his intelligent and outstand-
ing vanguard leadership on this issue.
It is true that JoHN stands here ac-
cused perhaps of not being here to
impede President Kennedy in 1960,
but I would note that he was establish-
ing an excellent academic record then
as a freshman in college.

Mr. Chairman, I urge strong support
of the Spratt amendment. The Spratt
amendment sets priorities for the SDI
Program that encourage long-term re-
search and technology development—
not hare-brained early deployment
schemes.

The Pentagon now clusters early de-
ployment schemes under a label called
“phase 1" of a strategic defense
system. The phase 1 program fails to
meet cost, schedule, and performance
goals required of other major weapons
systems. The Spratt amendment pro-
poses resources for phase 1 be deem-
phasized in the SDI budget request for
fiscal year 1989. Our amendment caps
spending for phase 1 to this year's
level: 40 percent of the SDI budget.
There still would be a significant
dollar increase for phase 1.

The space-based interceptor—for-
merly known as a space-based kinetic
vehicle, a major element of phase 1, is
moving full-speed ahead. This year
about $200 million has been obligated
for the project. The SDI organization
says a phase 1 system will cost $75 to
$150 billion.

Last year SDIO said phase 1 would
cost $40 to $60 billion. What will it
cost next year?

If $150 billion pays only for the first
phase, what will be the price tag of
follow-on space-weapon deployments?
Where will we get the funds to pay for
phase 1? What programs will we have
to cut or eliminate to pay for phase 1?

Even as a major weapons system,
phase 1 is prohibitively expensive;
$150 billion is nearly four times the
cost of procuring and maintaining the
small mobile missile, or “midget-
man’’—rejected by the Air Force as too
expensive; $150 billion is three times
the estimated, unofficial cost of the
super-secret Stealth bomber, the B-2.

If the small missile and Stealth
bomber proceed as planned, these two
strategic nuclear programs will be
among the most expensive in history.
Yet their costs are far less than a
phase 1 strategic defense system.

Cost is one concern. Efficiency is an-
other problem. It takes a major leap of
the imagination to conclude we would
be one iota more secure with phase 1
deployment.

SaM NUNN, chairman of the Senate
Armed Services Committee, has said,

9857

“most objective and independent ana-
lysts agree that a phase 1 system
based primarily on space-based kinetic
kill vehicles could not satisfy (the
Nitze criteria of survivability and cost
effectiveness at the margin.)”

In a phase 1 strategic defense
system, SBI's would be accompanied
by sensors and ground-based intercep-
tors that would attempt to catch
Soviet warheads missed by the SBI's.
According to the Joint Chiefs of Staff,
about 3,300 Soviet warheads would
detonate on United States soil even if
a phase 1 defense worked as planned.
The Joint Chiefs estimate that a “first
wave” Soviet attack would involve
about 5,000 warheads, which means a
phase 1 system would miss 70 percent
of the Soviet warheads launched in an
attack against the United States. The
term “porous” doesn’t even begin to
describe such a defense.

The OTA says: “There would be a
significant probability that the first
(and presumably only) time the ballis-
tic missile defense system were used in
a real war, it would suffer a cata-
strophic failure.”

According to a Washington Post
story, OTA says: “There has been
little analysis of any kind of space-
based threats to * * * system surviv-
ability. * * * in particular, SDIO and
its contractors have conducted no seri-
ous study of the situation in which the
United States and the Soviet Union
both occupy space with comparable
(missile defense) systems.”

Potential Soviet countermeasures to
a United States space-based missile de-
fense could be less challenging and
costly to develop than space-based
weapons and sensors for the envi-
sioned strategic defense system.

Thus, if the Soviets were to counter
an American phase 1 system without
building their own version, they could:

Attack SBI's in space;

Make enough ballistic missiles to
overwhelm the defense; and

Develop new missiles that release
their warheads before the SBI's can
fire at the missiles.

Why should we spend billions on a
system of limited effectiveness that
enjoys no positive consensus?

Problems with survivability have
plagued other strategic programs. Is
the 100th Congress to emphasize sur-
vivability only for “traditional” strate-
gic nuclear weapon platforms such as
the MX and B-1B? If OTA is right,
and if Congress fails to make the De-
fense Department accountable for the
survivability of phase 1 vulnerability
problem, then Congress will be compli-
cit in yet another national security
and fiscal disaster.

SCHEDULE AND DECISION TIMES
The Defense Acquisition Board says
it will not approve full-scale develop-
ment on phase 1 until it is comfortable
approving initial exploration related
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to follow-on phases. These phases
would rely primarily on directed
energy weapons such as lasers and par-
ticle beams. But the American Physi-
cal Society says directed energy weap-
ons are at least 10 years away. What is
the rush on phase 1?

Software issues, as OTA notes, could
create a very important “bottleneck”
in phase 1 schedules. The OTA report
indicates there are serious doubts
about the slow rate of improvement in
software engineering technology. It is
more appropriate to concentrate on
longer term advances in technology
than phase 1,

CONCLUSION

The potential for an arms race in
space that could result from early de-
ployment makes SDI one of the great
issues of our time. Deployment of
space based interceptors would violate
article V of the ABM Treaty. Testing
of system components would violate
the 1972 ABM Treaty long before we
could tell whether or not strategic de-
fenses were feasible,

I would never sanction the use of
computers to substitute for Presiden-
tial decisions. But the short flight-
times of modern missiles and our
desire to intercept them as they leave
the ground inevitably move us in this
direction. Are we prepared to let space
sensors determine the fate of the
Earth?

Mr, Chairman, from the knowledge
we now possess, it is clear there are
numerous cost, schedule, and perform-
ance problems with the space-based in-
terceptor and the proposed phase 1
strategic defense system.

I urge support of the Spratt amend-
ment.

0 1710

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
Gray of Illinois). The Chair would re-
spectfully request that Members re-
frain from quoting Members of the
other body.

Mr. BADHAM. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 8% minutes to the gentleman
from California [Mr. DORNAN].

Mr. DORNAN of California. Mr.
Chairman, I am not going to speak as
quickly as the distinguished former
mayor, my good friend from Indiana,
and a professor of some note, because
I want to back up and analyze what we
are really doing here today on defend-
ing our homeland.

The gentleman from South Carolina
[Mr. SpraTt] is very knowledgeable on
this issue. And as some of the Mem-
bers on this side have pointed out, this
is very sophisticated, very technically
complex issue he has raised and it
does not cost any money. But we must
put it in the picture what has hap-
pened here today or what happened at
the White House a few months ago.
Because of budgetary constraints,
President Reagan with his own goal of
making a decision in the next Presi-
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dency which will be moot if it is Jesse
Jackson or the Governor from Massa-
chusetts, they will kill the whole idea
of defending America. And I doubt it
will all go to fighting drugs, Mr. BEN-
NETT.

But if our next President, which I
know will be Vice President GEORGE
BusH, is to make the decision, it has to
be adequately funded. All the scien-
tists who believe in SDI have worked
out the money figures, but the Presi-
dent himself cut that figure by $1 bil-
lion $700 million. Then the Committee
on Armed Services added almost a $1
billion cut to that, the Committee on
Appropriations another $800 million.

Then today because Mr. BENNETT, of
Florida, and a lot of us share concern
about drugs, the enemy within tearing
our Nation apart, we diverted some of
it. That is micromanagement folks,
but it is another half billion dollars,
$500 million was cut today by the suc-
cessful Bennett amendment. Now we
get into a disagreement over whether
this technical, sophisticated Spratt
amendment is micromanagement or
macromanagement. With all due re-
spect, I believe it to be micromanage-
ment and here is why.

Coming up tomorrow is Mr. SPRATT'S
amendment on ALPS.

Now Mr. Chairman, you have just
counseled us not to quote Members of
the other body. I am not going to
quote the distinguished chairman of
the Armed Services Committee, but I
have to refer to his coining the phrase,
unless the gentleman wants time to
correct me, ALPS. Now ALPS is a term
coined by the Senator from Georgia,
Mr. NunnN, and it means Accidental
Launch Protection System.

Could somebody be worrying about
the Qadhafi bomb even though this
gentleman has endorsed GeorGE BusH
for the Presidency? Could we be wor-
rying about some terroristic weapon
coming through the heavens and we
have absolutely zero protection
against 1, 5, 10 bombs accidentally
launched at us?

Now the gentleman is for the ALPS
because it is his amendment tomorrow.
What are we going to use to protect
our country with an ALPS system?
Could it be kinetic kill weapons that
Mr. McCroskey has just criticized?
Could it be the point protection or the
near term protection to save just one
American citizen that is going to be
asked to rely on a system that involves
some of the technology that has been
developed to this point? Or is it a near
term deployment situation?

What we have here, when you put
the whole picture together: The $1.7
billion cut, the $.8 billion cut, the $.5
billion cut and now this micromanage-
ment; then contradicted tomorrow by
the same distinguished bright gentle-
man's ALPS amendment; what we
have here, gentlemen, is Members
playing around with the defense of
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our homeland. What those of us who
believe in it call strategic defense;
what the news media cheapens and tri-
vializes and ridicules by calling star
wars when it does not involve the stars
and it does not involve war. Because,
to come back to the kickoff line of this
debate, the distinguished lady, Mrs.
Boxer from California who said we
failed to get the point. The point is
what we are doing is confusing Soviet
war planners that they would never
contemplate launching a first strike
against the United States. This is de-
terrence.

I honestly have not heard one
Member opposed to SDI or any aspect
of the defense budget, have the decen-
cy, the graciousness to get into this
well and say, “I, a liberal Member, was
wrong on the nuclear freeze. I was
wrong on r number of points on the
defense budget. The President was
right to stand up to the Soviets, to not
tie SDI top what was happening at
Reykjavik or later in Washington,
DC.” To graciously say, “The Presi-
dent hung tough and I will even con-
cede that the R&D on SDI is what
brought the Soviets to the bargaining
table.” Because for them SDI means
“Soviets Do It.” Gorbachev himself
has admitted they have an ongoing
program.

Mr. KEMP. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. DORNAN of California. JAck is
back, Jack is back and I am glad to
yield to the gentleman from New York
[Mr. KEmMP].

Mr, KEMP. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I was thrilled with
the gentleman’s statement until he
came to the point where he told us he
supported GeEorce BusH. But I will let
that pass for a moment.

I am, of course, teasing and I too am
now supporting him.

Mr. DORNAN of California. I knew
that. I knew that.

Mr. KEMP. He beat me, he beat me,
and as an old football player, when
you get beat you shake hands and you
go on from there.

We know one thing, we know one
thing: The gentleman is absolutely
right when he says the Soviet Union
would not be at the table with this
President or any President had it not
been for the willingness to stand tall
at Reykjavik as the gentleman pointed
out and to propose SDI. And I would
think that those who are for arms con-
trol would at least give a modicum of
support to the statement that has
been made by the gentleman in the
well for this President’s determina-
tion, notwithstanding that I think it
was oversold in the beginning and I
still believe, as my friend from Califor-
nia has pointed out, that it so disrupts
Soviet planning that they in no way
would ever even entertain the possible
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thought of attacking the United
States if we had a system based upon
the phased architecture of a terminal,
a space-based system for the defense
of America. And I want to say that
going after KKV’s, or going after
space-based kinetic technology, is ludi-
crous when it was that type of a
system that could have shot down that
Soviet launch of two ICBM’s which
landed within just a few hundred feet
of their target outside of Hawaii and
the United States was not even told
that the Soviet Union was testing a
few months ago. Do you remember?
Can you imagine if we had had a
system we could have helped—had
that been an accident and had there
been a nuclear warhead on those two
ICBM’s they could have been shot
down. I am shocked that they would
go after space-based kinetic technolo-
BY.

Mr. DORNAN of California. I was
going to ask the gentleman a shame-
lessly leading question because we
have been informed that one of our
Members today quoted from a classi-
fied document on this House floor.
The figure was taken out of context.
Instead of correctly pointing out that
the JCS figure was the minimum ac-
cepted figure the JCS believed was
needed to effectively deter a Soviet
attack, it was stated that SDI would
only be 30 percent effective. That if
we could destroy with any type of an
SDI system 30 percent, that that
would so confuse and confound the
problems of Soviet war planners that
they would not strike. In reality, as I
stated earlier, SDI would be more than
90 percent effective; more than suffi-
cient to preserve the peace and protect
American lives.

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Chairman, I yield
5% minutes to the gentleman from
New York [Mr. HOCHBRUECKNER].

Mr. HOCHBRUECKNER. Mr.
Chairman, I rise in strong support of
the Spratt amendment.

Mr. Chairman, as a member of the
Committee on Armed Services I have
two big problems with the SDI pro-
gram. The first problem is that the
SDI office is not implementing the
program that the President has prom-
ised to the people of our Nation.

President Reagan back in June 1986
said to a group of schoolchildren in
New Jersey, “Our strategic defense ini-
tiative might one day enable us to put
in space a shield that missiles cannot
penetrate, a shield that could protect
us from nuclear missiles just as a roof
protects a family from rain.”

Now that is an important goal and a
beautiful sentiment and that is what
the President of our Nation promised
the people of this Nation.
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Unfortunately that is not what the
SDI office is doing. General Abramson
recently said, “Nowhere have we
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stated that the goal of the SDI is to
come up with a leak-proof defense.”
The problem, my colleagues, is that
the President has promised the people
protection, but in reality what the SDI
office is doing is giving us not a popu-
lation defense, but a system that will
protect military establishments and
improve our deterrence. If we want
more deterrence, we can just buy it by
building the Midgetman or beefing up
existing offensive systems. We do not
need to spend an incredible amount of
money on stars wars to get more deter-
rence.

The second problem that I have
with the present SDI Program is that
I fear that there will be cuts in re-
search. What the people of this Nation
want, and have been promised, is a
robust research program. They want
to know if we can protect this Nation
from nuclear weapons, and, if it is pos-
sible, then let us deploy.

As you can see from the chart, the
administration requested in excess of
$5 billion for SDI in fiscal year 1989.
Based on the Bennett amendment
that just passed, they could receive
$3.5 billion. The fear that we have,
that JoHN SpraTT has, and FRANK
McCrosgey and I have, is that the
SDIO in their effort to make and pro-
mote an early deployment will take
necessary and important research dol-
lars and not put them in research, but
put them into deployment of a system
that is not designed to protect the
people of this Nation.

Mr. Chairman, that is the problem
we have, and that is why this amend-
ment. So the fact of the matter is this
is not a tremendous amendment that
wipes out star wars. This is an amend-
ment that says that since we spent 40
percent of this fiscal year’s money in
SDIO phase 1, let us limit next year's
spending to 40 percent, too. Do not go
to 50 percent. Stay at 40 percent.

That is all this amendment does. It
says that we want a strong research
program. Let us make sure we have a
robust research program by limiting
the spending on phase 1 to 40 percent.

Now the issue has been raised that
there is a major concern relative to mi-
cromanagement that, because we are
saying let us have a 40-percent limit
instead of allowing 50 percent of the
money to be spent on phase 1, that we
are micromanaging. That is absurd.

Let me give my colleagues some ex-
amples. Take the Air Force. This year
they requested $14.9 billion for re-
search and development to be spent on
268 line items meaning each line item
is worth an average of about $56 mil-
lion. The Navy requested $9.2 billion
for 293 line items that we microman-
age as a Congress; $32 million an item.
The Army requested $5 billion for re-
search and development. They are
going to spend that on 186 items.

What are we doing in star wars? We
were requested to spend $4.5 billion.
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My colleagues, there is one line item
under star wars, one line item. It is
worth $4.5 billion.

Now, if my colleagues are going to
tell me that having a 40-percent cap
on phase 1 is micromanagement, we
have to talk about what the definition
of “management” is.

The fact of the matter is that it is
time for some minimum management,
and that is what this program does. It
lets them spend a tremendous amount
of money on phase 1. It just says to
limit the total spending for phase 1 to
40 percent of the total SDI budget in
fiscal year 1989, the same percentage
as in fiscal year 1988.

Mr. Chairman, I think everyone who
supports SDI wants a robust research
program, but what we do not want is
to have that money spent on phase 1
deployment items which get us away
from what the President promised the
people of this Nation, which is a
robust research program that defends
everybody.

So my colleagues can support SDI,
and my colleagues can support the
Spratt amendment. This makes sense.
This is not micromanagement.

And so, if my colleagues want a
robust research program, please sup-
port this 40-percent limit on phase 1.
That is all it does. It is not micro-
management. It is, if anything, mini-
mum management. Please vote for the
Spratt-Hochbrueckner-McCloskey
amendment.

Mr. BADHAM. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Chairman, I think we have
strayed a little far afield on this
debate thus far in talking about micro-
management, and some Members are
saying that they are not technically
capable to address this. And I will
agree that we do not have technicians;
we have politicians here, and it is
pretty tough to micromanage a very
complex system with political techno-
crats.

But, if I might go into a little history
to bring us back to where we truly are
in this program, in year, about 5, of
the suggestion, in March 1983, when
our President did say, and I have re-
ferred to this on this floor before as
the Un Bel Dei speech, calling back to
the aria from an Italian opera that
starts: “One Fine Day,” and literally
what President Reagan said in March
1983, “Wouldn't it be a fine day for
the people of this country if someday,
rather than facing the terror of nucle-
ar war, and deterrence, and nuclear
blackmail and the thing, wouldn't it be
a fine day if we could put our research
to development of a program that
would render incoming intercontinen-
tal ballistic missiles ineffective and im-
potent?”’

That is what the President said, my
colleagues. That was no micromanage-
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ment. That was a very simple state-
ment, “Wouldn’t it be a fine day if we
could render our people safe from in-
effective and impotent incoming
ICBM's?”

And I think, yes, that would be a
fine day, and what the President sug-
gested at that time in the creation of
SDIO, Strategic Defense Initiative
Office, is that we combine together all
of the research programs in our coun-
try, some of which had been started,
some of which were dreams, that, if
they could be applicable to rendering
incoming ICBM'’s ineffective and im-
potent, that we could combine these
programs and go forward with re-
search, development and deployment,
and share that technology with all the
people of the world who were so in-
clined.

That is what the President said.
That was the beginning of SDIO.

Now we are met on a field of combat,
if you will, testing the future, and
there has not been a heck of past to it,
of strategic defense initiative.

The nontechnicians of this body
have thrown around such words as
“postboost,” “midcourse,” “terminal
phase,” “decoys,” “load trajectories,”
“diserimination” and ‘“technology
changes every day,” and indeed it
does; “kinetic energy,” “kinetic kill ve-
hicles,” “x-ray lasers” and ‘“‘chemical
lasers.”

Mr. Chairman, this is a political
body, and it is ours to judge what to
do with the program that is intended
to protect people of the United States
from incoming intercontinental ballis-
tic missiles. For that purpose, the com-
bining of all research programs that
might have an effect on SDI, the ad-
ministration has asked for $6.2 billion.
The Rose Garden budget reduction
cut that to $4.5 billion. On the floor
today we cut another $0.8 billion
before the bill came to the floor, and
today we cut another half a billion
dollars, so we have effectively cut $3
billion out of a $6.2 billion request to
get to where we are today.
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And where are we today? Mr. Chair-
man, if you want to kill a program, if
you want to kill a program first you
squeeze the research and squeeze it
into a sausage tube long enough that
research goes on and on until the op-
ponents that keep cutting and cutting
say, “You've researched and re-
searched and you don’t have a pro-
gram. You haven't done anything. Kill
the program because it hasn't done

The other way to kill a program, and
we have only got half of this kill
mechanism in progress so far, is the
B1-ATB argument, that ‘“don’t go
ahead with the B-1 bomber because
right around the corner is the ATB."”
That is exactly what the gentleman
from South Carolina and his minions
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from New York and other places, Indi-
ana and other places are saying, kill
the research and go on with long-term
research because we know enough
about this so we will cut this. Kill the
B-1 because the ATB is right around
the corner.

Mr. Chairman, we cannot do that,
because we will squeeze it out and kill
it off. The program is not right around
the corner, but it cannot be out of re-
search until we get into development
and even some sort of deployment,
early, late, but some time with vehi-
cles that are able to be used.

We are doing in this exercise, and
the gentleman from South Carolina,
my friend and colleague, voted for the
Dickinson amendment to preserve the
committee position. Then he turned
right around and voted for the next
amendment, the Bennett amendment,
to cut another half a billion dollars
out of this program. Now he wants to
restrict the research so it cannot go on
until we say next week that it does not
work.

Beware of the scientist who says, not
“let’s look at the horizon,” beware of
the scientist or technician or politician
who says flatly, “It can’t be done.”

This, Mr. Chairman, can be done if
we give the office a chance to manage
its resources.

Mr. SPRATT. Mr, Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume,
just to respond to the gentleman.

Mr. Chairman, if this amendment is
adopted and if as I expect the SDI is
funded fully around $4 billion after we
come out of conference, we will still
allow $1.6 billion for phase 1 and $2.4
billion for the follow-on phase.

Now, $1.6 billion is hardly the death
knell for phase 1.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to
the gentleman from Washington [Mr.
CHANDLER].

Mr. CHANDLER. Mr. Chairman, I
am a little reluctant to get into this. I
readily concede that my understand-
ing of this is limited, but I will also tell
you that my concern is very great.

I think the debate here is not over
whether we want this, whether we
want an SDI that works, that protects
us, that confounds Soviet planners,
that makes it so unlikely that they
could knock out all our defenses, that
they would never risk attacking us.

The problem as I see it is that there
are people who want to rush to deploy
phase 1, which we know is incapable of
even deterring or even confusing
Soviet planners and maybe even in-
capable of stopping an accidential
launch.

We have got to know whether the
follow-on phases work first, and that
is what this is all about.

I have heard the speeches. I have
heard the Presidential campaign. I
have heard people saying, “Let’s get
phase 1 up there. Let’s get it out there
so we don't lose this momentum. Let’s
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get this thing going, whether we know
it is going to work or not,” and that is
what concerns me. This alone costs
$150 billion or more.

I think the danger of being con-
sumed by debt in this country is a
heck of a lot greater than ever suffer-
ing from an attack by intercontinental
ballistic missiles, and that is my con-
cern today.

Mr. Chairman, I support the Spratt
amendment, not because I want to kill
anything to do with SDI. We want to
know, will this work? If it does, fine,
let us pursue it; but let us not go willy-
nilly into this and start deploying
things before we know the answer to
that question.

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2% minutes to the gentleman from
Virginia [Mr. OLIN].

Mr. OLIN. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding this time to
me. I congratulate the gentleman and
all the other members of the Research
and Development Subcommittee of
the Armed Services Committee for the
attention that they have given to SDI
over the last now at least 2 years,
maybe before.

It is getting to the point now where
we have quite a number of members of
that committee who are familiar
enough with the details of SDI to have
some good opinions on it. I think they
have a good ability to evaluate it. I
think they have a good ability to deal
with strategy issues.

This amendment is a good example
of some good thought coming out of
the committee.

It is very evident to me over the last
2 years that I have worked on SDI
that the fundamental research has
been to some extent hampered and it
is getting a little bit worse because of
what I call political attempts to dram-
atize SDI and gain support for acceler-
ated funding.

This was not bad in 1985 and 1986,
but in those years the SDIO found out
that the Congress did not support the
level of funding it presented, so by
1987 they came up with the first po-
liticized move and they came up with
the idea of demonstration projects.
That did not work too well, so in 1988
the issue of early deployment was in-
troduced.

In 1989, of course, it became phase 1.
It is very evident to me that the
present effort at SDIO is to accelerate
phase 1 to the point where it is really
going to cut into the basic research
and development that is needed for
this program ever to come to any-
thing.

Now, the theory of phase 1 deploy-
ment, as we all know, is that it is a
partial deployment. It was not intend-
ed to stop all the missiles. It is not
final equipment in terms of quantity,
type of equipment or technology. The
theory of it is that the work on the
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subsequent phases, the work on the
beam weapons and so on, will be ready
by the time the actual deployment
occurs in the mid-1990’s, so that the
next generation, which is going to be
relied upon to be the real thing, can
fill the gaps and replace the system
elements that either do not work or it
turns out that by that time are over-
powered by the efforts of the opposi-
tion, the offense.

One of the problems that the SDIO
is having is that it is getting phase 1 a
little bit ahead of the research.

I think it makes a lot of sense to
limit the amount of phase 1 work and
be sure the fundamental research gets
done so the program can come along
in a balanced fashion.

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Chairman, I yield
30 seconds to the gentlewoman from
California [Mrs. BoxXER].

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
this time.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of
the amendment and to make a point
of clarification.

I understand the gentleman from
California [Mr. DorNaAN] commented
about the 30-percent number on SDI
effectiveness as coming out of a classi-
fied document. That number was
gotten out of the Washington Post.

I will place this into the REcorp at
this time, as follows:

[From the Washington Post, Mar. 28, 1988]

Joint CHIEFS' GOALS oN SDI ONE-SIDED

A recommendation by the Joint Chiefs of
Staff that the United States deploy a de-
fense capable of stopping 30 percent of at-
tacking Soviet missiles was based on mili-
tary goals, with little heed to strategic, po-
litical and arms-control implications, accord-
ing to several U.S. military officials.

“We were more interested in the military
capability that defenses would add if deter-
rence failed [and nuclear war began] than
the contribution they make to deterrence
itself,” said Brig. Gen. Wayne Knudson, di-
rector of plans for the U.S. Space Command
in Colorado Springs who drafted documents
leading to the Joint Chiefs’ endorsement.

[From the Washington Post, Mar. 28, 1988]
PENTAGON ScarLes Back SDI Goars—NEw
A Is To SHIELD MILITARY INSTALLATIONS
RATHER THAN CITIES
(By R. Jeffrey Smith)

Five years and $12 billion after President
Reagan launched a major effort to render
Soviet ballistic missiles “impotent and obso-
lete,” the Defense Department is sharply
scaling back its effort to fulfill his dream
because of seemingly insurmountable hard-
ware and money problems.

Instead of developing the massive “space
security shield” that the president envi-
sioned on March 23, 1983, to protect U.S.
cities, the department has settled on the far
less ambitious, immediate goal of protecting
vital U.S. military installations from a
Soviet attack.

Senior U.8. officials said in interviews that
the decision to concentrate on a limited de-
fensive system reflects broad agreement
within the administration that the presi-
dent’s dream probably cannot be attained.
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The threat of a ballistic missile attack will
not be diminished in the foreseeable future,
they said privately.

The dramatic reorientation of Reagan’s
cherished Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI)
program, popularly known as “Star Wars,"”
is revealed in part by a 1987 Joint Chiefs of
Staff classified document calling for devel-
opment and deployment of a defensive
system to stop only 30 percent of the nucle-
ar warheads in a massive Soviet first strike.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
gentleman from South Carolina [Mr.
SpraTT] has 1% minutes remaining.

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Chairman, I yield
the balance of my time to the gentle-
man from California [Mr. Faziol.

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of the amendment offered by
the gentleman from South Carolina
[Mr. SPrATTI.

Mr. Chairman, I think this is a good
example of where the House and the
Senate together simply have to involve
themselves in some detail, not in the
sense of micromanagement, and I
think the gentleman from New York
[Mr. HocHBRUECKNER] made that point
very effectively, but simply to empha-
size the benefits of the long-term tech-
nology that is taking place in our na-
tional laboratories right now.

At Livermore in California right now
they have recently completed a strate-
gic defense system report which
simply says that the effectiveness of
the proposed phase J architecture
that we are talking about here will not
do the job. The Soviets very inexpen-
sively, with countermeasures, with
fast-burn boosters on their rockets,
can overwhelm a system that we
would put up, which is composed of all
technology, technology that goes back
before the adoption of the ABM
Treaty in the early 1970’s.

We are simply saying that those
people who understood the potential
of SDI, the tellers of the world, have
got some concepts, laser weapons, the
energy weapons generally, that de-
serve attention, deserve the kind of re-
search investment that all of us are
willing to make; but if we emphasize
near-term deployment, increasing last
year’s 40 percent share up to 56 per-
cent and then onward, we are going to
not only waste money on a system
that will have very little tenure, but
will undermine public confidence in
the concept in the first place.

If you are truly interested in the po-
tential of a defensive system, you
ought to be looking over the horizon,
not simply to imbed a program politi-
cally before this administration leaves
office.

Mr. Chairman, this is a modest amendment.
It simply seeks to impose some balance and
direction on a program that has lost any sem-
blance of the President’s original vision of de-
veloping a defense system that would render
nuclear weapons impotent and obsolete. In
place of protecting the American people and
our allies, the Pentagon has adopted the goal
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of seeking to protect a few high priority mili-
tary targets from the Soviet first strike.

While | concur with the Office of Technolo-
gy Assessment report that it is unlikely that a
system that meets the President's original
vision of SDI could be deployed in our life-
times, | nonetheless believe that the primary
focus of SDI should be researching those ad-
vanced technologies which promise real de-
fense from a responsive Soviet nuclear threat.

The Spratt amendment seeks to bring this
about.

The Spratt amendment continues to give
SDIO the flexibility it needs to manage the
program. This is not micromanagement. The
amendment simply keeps the fiscal 1989 allo-
cation of SDI funding for near-term systems—
or the phase 1 architecture, such as the
space-based interceptor [SBI]—at 40 percent
of the overall SDI budget, the same level
phase 1 received in fiscal 1988.

The administration's rush to lock in SDI by
making deployment in the mid-1990's a major
goal of the program, has led the Pentagon to
request a 56-percent increase in funding for
phase 1.

The phase 1 system, if deployed, according
to the Joint Chiefs of Staff would—at most—
knock out 30 percent of the incoming war-
heads in a full-scale Soviet attack.

A recent report by the Strategic Defense
Systems Division of Lawrence Livermore Na-
tional Laboratory was even more pessimistic
of the effectiveness of the proposed phase 1
architecture.

The Livermore report indicated that a
space-based interceptor system would be par-
tially effective only against Soviet missiles
now in use and could quickly be defeated by
fast-burn boosters and other countermeasures
that the Soviets could easily have in place by
the time phase 1 became operational. The
cost to the Soviets would be miniscule in rela-
tion to ours.

The Livermore report indicated that it
“would take a few thousand" kinetic kill weap-
ons in orbit to knock out a sizable fraction of
the Soviet SS-18/19 ICBM's. The study found
that it would take 100,000 kinetic kill vehicles,
at a cost of hundreds of millions of dollars, to
destroy 90 percent of the current Soviet
threat.

Clearly, without the Spratt amendment, the
near-term SDI systems will continue to quickly
absorb a larger and larger share of the overall
SDI budget at the expense of important re-
search on those advanced technologies that
promise more effective, long-term defense
benefits.

SDI has contributed to the Soviet willing-
ness to talk in START. It has reinforced Gor-
bachev's elements in the Soviet leadership.
But they fear directed energy weapons and
other long-term threats. They would be fortu-
nate if we embarked prematurely on an SBI
system.

| think it would be extremely shorishighted
to allow this push for near-term deployment to
proceed, and | urge adoption of the Spratt
amendment.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
Gray of Illinois). All time has expired
on general debate.
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It is now in order to consider the
amendment relating to phase 1 of the
strategic defense initiative printed in
section 1 of House report 100-5980 of-
fered by the gentleman from South
Carolina [Mr. SpraTT] or his designee.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SPRATT

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
Clerk will designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment offered by Mr. SeratT: Page
19, after line 18, insert the following new
section:

SEC. 212. LIMITATION ON SDI PHASE 1 SYSTEMS.

(a) LiMrraTioN.—Of the amount provided
for research, development, test, and evalua-
tion for the Strategic Defense Initiative
(8D1) for fiscal year 1989, no more than 40
percent may be used for activities for Phase
I of the SDI program.

(b) PuasE I DeFINED.—(1) For purposes of
this section, the term ‘“Phase I of the SDI
program” means those projects that were
cited as “Phase I"” and “Both” in the SDI
Organization graph entitled “FY89 Re-
source Allocation” submitted by the Direc-
tor of the Strategic Defense Initiative Orga-
nization in testimony on March 16, 1988, to
the Committee on Armed Services of the
House of Representatives and further de-
tailed as “Description of Selected Architec-
ture for Phase I" and “Follow-On Phases”
in the January 1988 report entitled ‘““‘Report
to Congress on The Strategic Defense
System Architecture” by the SDI Organiza-
tion in Chapter II (Strategic Defense
System Description).

(2) Phase I of the SDI program also in-
cludes any system that is approved for de-
velopment for demonstration/validation by
the Defense Acquisition Board as part of a
Strategic Defense System Phase system
after submission of the reports referred to
in paragraph (2).

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pur-
suant to the rule, the gentleman from
South Carolina [Mr. Sprarr] will be
recognized for 5 minutes and a
Member opposed will be recognized for
5 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from South Carolina [Mr. SPRATT].

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Chairman, I yield
1 minute to the gentleman from Okla-
homa [Mr, McCURDY].

Mr. McCURDY. Mr. Chairman, I
rise as one who supported the Dickin-
son amendment and opposed the Ben-
nett amendment and as one who sits
on the Research and Development
Subcommittee of the Armed Services
Committee. I rise in support of the
Spratt amendment because I believe
that it protects the integrity of the
SDI, the robust research and develop-
ment program, for long-term applica-
tions, not only to guard against a
Soviet breakout, but offers to develop
the missile defense which if techno-
logically feasible can prove to enhance
our security.

I believe that the Spratt amendment
is a reasoned amendment and one that
Members can support without any
question of the integrity of the re-
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search program, because I believe that
this approach protects those long-term
investments, whether it is lasers or
others, that enhance the SDI Pro-
gram, not detracts from it.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Does
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr.
KasicH] rise in opposition to the pend-
ing amendment?

Mr. KASICH. I do, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. KasicH] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 2 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, any way you want to
look at this, this is simple microman-
agement of this SDI Program. There
is no question about it.

Let me just make it clear, because
we have been hearing about the scien-
tists who have been saying that they
do not want to put too much money in
phase 1 technology. The gentleman
from California mentioned it down
here. I want to tell the gentleman that
the scientists from Los Alamos hap-
pened to come before our panel. I
asked them directly whether they fa-
vored the concept of putting a firm
number on the amount of research
that should be done on phase 1, and
they said they did not favor it. They
did not disagree with the general con-
cept of making sure that the dollars
were directed toward the follow-on
phases, but they would oppose the
idea of the Congress of the United
States, most of whom do not under-
stand the technologies involved in
either phase 1 or the follow-on tech-
nologies, trying to tell the SDIO
people exactly what percentage of the
resources should be spent on which
area of development.

So I want to make it clear to the
gentleman that this is not something
that we just think. It is from the
people who come from that institu-
tion, probably in the gentleman’s dis-
trict, who oppose this concept.

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. KASICH. I am glad to yield to
the gentleman from California.

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I just
want to point out that we are not di-
recting funds 2 years away from SDI
or anything of that sort. We are leav-
ing plenty of flexibility in the Spratt
amendment to the SDIO to make allo-
cations in those areas that they think
ought to have a little extra emphasis,
but we are simply saying that we think
the outyears are at least as important
as the short-term premature deploy-
ment that the administration pro-
poses.

Mr. KASICH. Well, Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for his com-
ments, but when the gentleman cites
the belief that the scientists from Los
Alamos feel a certain way, I think we
have got to be accurate on the record.
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Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield, I was quoting
Livermore.

Mr. KEASICH. The scientists them-
selves say, “Look, I don’t want the
Congress telling me how to run my
program.”

I have confidence that the SDI
people are putting the resources in the
proper percentage of allocation, and it
is reflected right down here in the
chart.

The simple fact of the matter is that
the SDIO is dedicating—

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
time of the gentleman from Ohio has
expired.

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 1 additional minute.

The simple fact of the matter is, the
SDI people are going to be directing
that percentage of the money that the
gentleman from South Carolina [Mr,
SpraTT] would like to direct, pretty
much determining on their own basis,
but if they think there is a reason to
invest more in the basic technology
that could save the gentleman’s con-
stituents from a nuclear holocaust, an
accidental launch, that is a big mis-
take to think we should not develop
this technology, and to tell them that
you in statute in the Congress—in
statute—we are going to tell you what
percentage of this money ought to go
into what program, that is micromana-
gement.
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There is no other way to define it
other than micromanagement. We
have to vote “no” on the Spratt
amendment. We have to let the SDI
people develop the phase 1 technology
which protects us against accidential
launch which is a vital component
that fits complementary with follow-
on technology and will ensure a suc-
cessful SDI Program.

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues
to reject the Spratt amendment. Let
us use good common sense and stop
micromanaging.

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Chairman, I yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from
Washington {Mr. Dicks].

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I appre-
ciate the gentleman from South Caro-
lina yielding me this time. I feel that
this is the most important amendment
that we are going to be debating
during this consideration of the De-
fense bill. What we are talking about
here is the so-called phase 1 system
which is intended to create additional
uncertainty for a Soviet war planner.
In other words, the objective of phase
1 is nothing more than to increase to
some degree the survivability of key
military targets. Thus, it should be
judged on the same basis as other
steps to enhance deterrence through
survivability, target hardening, and
mobility.
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What is the cost of phase 1? The
cost is between $75 and $150 billion. It
is a very expensive option.

Mr. Chairman, after having gone out
and visited the contractors, it is clear
that phase 1 can be easily countered
either by direct descent nuclear Asat’s
or by countermeasures. Therefore, I
have very major reservations about
whether we should deploy it at all.

The Office of Technology Assess-
ment has recently completed a study
that talks about the potential for a
massive failure caused by software
technology that would be used in this
system, and if it did fail massively I
think it would certainly not confound
any Soviet targeters with that kind of
a problem. I would urge the committee
to go ahead with the Spratt amend-
ment. I think what we need to be fo-
cusing on is the longer term technol-
ogies and in my judgment there is
more promise there than in rushing
ahead with phase 1 deployment.

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the author
of the amendment who I know wants
to comment on some of the remarks of
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr.
KasIcH].

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Chairman, I ap-
preciate the gentleman yielding.

The gentleman from Ohio [Mr,
KasicH] referred to a series of hear-
ings, and to a question that he asked.
But we had testimony from a Dr.
Richard Briggs which the gentleman
from Ohio will remember. Mr. Briggs
is the associate director at Lawrence
Livermore Laboratory for beam re-
search and magnetic fusion. He said,

Directed energy did not come along with
SDI. They were developed in the years
when DARPA was in charge and in those
days we had risk-takers in charge of the pro-
grams. They gave us money. They knew
they were taking big risks but they nurtured
the programs along, and let us take owner-
ship of them.

What he decried was the fact that
today the funding for these programs
has become unstable and unpredict-
able. Several of the lab directors gave
us testimony to the same effect.

We had testimony that,

In the present situation I am concerned
that 10 years from now we will be examin-
ing the same technology options you see
today as advanced systems instead of a new
exciting set of possibilities.

What we are trying to do here is put
forth the money for them to come for-
ward with these new exciting set of
possibilities that could indeed help the
President’s dream of making nuclear
weapons obsolete come true.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, reclaim-
ing my time, let us support the Spratt
amendment.

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I yield
1 minute to the distinguished gentle-
man from New Jersey [Mr. COURTERI.

Mr. COURTER. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman from Ohio for
yielding to me. I wish to make two
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points. The amount of money that is
being used for research and develop-
ment, test and evaluation in phase 1
without this amendment has gone
down, as we can see on this graph, 14
percent plus the 48 percent down to 50
percent between 1988 and 1989 fiscal
years. The trend is in that direction.

The first point is the Spratt amend-
ment is not needed. Second, as was
mentioned by the gentleman from
Ohio [Mr. KasicH], if there is a major
breakthrough that would allow the
United States to defend ourselves
against an accidental launch, this
amendment means the Office of SDI
does not have the flexibility to target
their research in a proper way.

My third point, the way we have the
situation right now, if the President of
the United States in 1991 is sitting in
his Oval Office and someone comes in
and says,

There is a ballistic missile that we spot
over the Atlantic. We just do not know
where it is coming from, whether a Soviet
submarine, or whether it was launched by
mistake., What are we going to do about it?

The only thing that the President
could do in that circumstance would
be to attack the Soviet Union, or
watch that incoming ballistic missile
land.

This money is important to defend
ourselves and give the President an-
other option, a peace option.

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself the remaining minute of my
time.

Mr. Chairman, let me go back to the
testimony that the gentleman from
South Carolina [Mr. SpraTT] referred
to, and the concern that Dr. Briggs
has. Clearly that concern is not re-
flected in the direction SDI is going,
but the simple fact of the matter is
that Dr. Briggs said he was opposed to
the Spratt amendment. He was op-
posed to the concept of the Congress,
the House of Representatives of the
United States, micromanaging the
Office of SDI.

Mr. Chairman, General Abrahamson
has done a fantastic job over in the
Office of SDI. We have heard no criti-
cism of his office or his operation. It
does not make any sense to try to tell
him where he should spend his re-
sources, particularly when these two
phases, the phase 1 and the followon
phases, fit together. Phase 1 protects
us against accidental launch, when we
get the sophistication of it, a high
degree of protection from accidental
launch.

Second, phase 1 works complementa-
ry with the advanced technologies to
give us a sound SDI Program.

I say to my colleagues, the bottom
line is let us have faith in the people
that have run this program so effec-
tively. Let us not micromanage. Let
them put the resources where they
think they can make the greatest gain
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to produce an effective system for the
money that is available.

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself the 1 minute remaining of my
time.

Mr. Chairman, in the remaining
time let me simply state what this
amendment does. This amendment, I
reemphasize, does not impose a new al-
location on SDI. It simply retains the
current allocation of SDI funding
from near-term systems or phase 1, at
40 percent which is the current level.
It does not impose anything new. It
does prohibit them from going from a
40-percent allocation to a 50-percent
allocation in the next fiscal year.

Will we starve these phase 1 pro-
grams? Of course not. They will be
funded at their existing level of $1 to
$1.5 billion.

Furthermore, we will be preventing
funds from being siphoned out of the
longer term programs so essential to
the success of strategic defense, and
preventing those funds from being si-
phoned out into near-term deploy-
ment, and that is why this is an impor-
tant and positive amendment.

We are voting here on the success of
the program, and that is why it makes
sense.

Mr. FOGLIETTA, Mr. Chairman, | rise in
support of the amendment offered by Mr.
SPRATT, Mr. McCLoskey, and Mr. HOCH-
BRUECKNER to limit SDI spending on phase 1
of strategic defense to no more than 40 per-
cent of the total SDI budget. In my mind,
phase 1 spending should go even lower, but |
vigorously support this spending cap.

President Reagan and his advisers have
continually reassured Congress and the Amer-
ican people that the SDI Program is simply re-
search—simply a call to the scientists of
America to find a means to render nuclear
weapons “impotent and obsolute.”

If that is the case—if SDI is a research pro-
gram focusing on long-range technologies and
not on near-term deployment—then why are
we having this debate? The answer is that,
despite the public declarations, many star war-
riors want to ram SDI down the throats of
Congress and the American people.

In the past year, cost estimates for
phase 1 defense have more than dou-
bled, up to $150 billion. What will the
bill be next year? Will it experience a
similar rise up to $375 billion? Where
does it stop?

It should stop here and now. Early
deployment of SDI would launch a
system of ineffective battle stations
which, at best, will leave America de-
fenseless to T out of 10 Soviet missiles.
It would undercut current attempts to
negotiate reductions in offensive nu-
clear missiles. It would divert much-
needed money from conventional
weapons programs and from the do-
mestic programs which are so impor-
tant to our communities.

Last year, Attorney General Ed
Meese gave the most honest rationale
for early deployment: He said it would
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prevent the program “from being tam-
pered with by future administrations.”

Qur next administration should be
allowed to make up its own mind re-
garding SDI. Deploying SDI now
would only heighten the arms race
and undercut the chance of any future
breakthroughs. Indeed, star wars may
be the enemy of strategic defense.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr,
GRraAY of Illinois). All time has expired.

The question is on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from South
Carolina [Mr, SPRATT].

The question was taken; and the
Chairman pro tempore announced
that the ayes appeared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I
demand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic
device; and there were—ayes 244, noes
174, not voting 13, as follows:

[Roll No. 102]

AYES—244

Ackerman Dowdy LaFalce
Akaka Downey Lancaster
Alexander Durbin Lantos
Anderson Dwyer Leach (1A)
Andrews Dymally Leath (TX)
Annunzio Dyson Lehman (CA)
Anthony Early Lehman (FL)
Applegate Eckart land
Aspin Edwards (CA) Levin (MD)
Atkins English Levine (CA)
AuCoin Espy Lewis (GA)
Baker Evans Lipinski
Bates Fascell Lowry (WA)
Beilenson Fazio Lujan
Bennett Feighan Luken, Thomas
Bereuter Fish
Berman Flake Manton
Bilbray Florio Markey
BOgRs Foglietta Martinez
Boland Foley Matsui
Bonlor Ford (MI) Mavroules
Bonker Ford (TN) Mazzoll
Borski Frank McCloskey
Bosco Frost McCurdy
Boucher Garcia McHugh
Boxer Gaydos MeMillen (MD)
Brennan Gejdenson Meyers
Brooks Gephardt Mfume
Brown (CA) Gilman Mineta
Bruce Glickman Moakley
Bryant Gonzalez Montgomery

Goodling Moody
Byron Gordon Morella
Campbell Grant Morrison (CT)
Cardin Gray (IL) Mrazek
Carper Gray (PA) Murphy
Carr Green Nagle
Chandler Guarini Natcher
Chapman Hall (OH) Neal
Clarke Hamilton Nowak
Clay Hayes (IL) Oakar
Clement Hertel Oberstar
Clinger Hochbrueckner Obey
Coelho Horton Olin
Coleman (TX) Hoyer Ortlz
Collins Hughes Owens (NY)
Conte Jacobs Owens (UT)
Conyers Jeffords Panetta
Cooper Johnson (SD)  Patterson
Coughlin Jones (NC) Pease
Coyne Jones (TN) Pelosi
Crockett Jontz Penny
de la Garza Kanjorski Pepper
DeFazio Kaptur Perkins
Dellums Eastenmeier
Derrick Kennedy Pickett
Dicks Kennelly Price
Dingell Kildee Rahall
Dixon Kleczka Rangel
Donnelly Kolter Ravenel
Dorgan (ND) Kostmayer Regula
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Richardson Sisisky Torres
Ridge Skaggs Torricelli
Rodino Skeen Towns
Roe Skelton Traficant
Rose Slattery Traxler
Rostenkowski  Slaughter (NY) Vento
Roukema Smith (FL) Visclosky
Roybal Smith (IA) Volkmer
Russo Snowe Walgren
Sabo Solarz Watkins
Saiki Spratt Waxman
Savage St Germain Weiss
Sawyer Staggers Wheat
Scheuer Stallings Whitten
Schneider Stark Williams
Schroeder Stenholm Wise
Schumer Stratton Wolpe
Sensenbrenner Studds Wyden
Sharp Swift Yatron
Shays Synar
Sikorski Tallon
NOES—174

Archer Hatcher Packard
Armey Hayes (LA) Parris

Hefley Pashayan
Ballenger Hefner Pickle
Barnard Henry Porter
Bartlett Herger Pursell
Barton Hiler Quillen
Bateman Holloway Rhodes
Bentley Hopkins Rinaldo
Bevill Houghton Ritter
Bilirakis Hubbard Roberts
Bliley Huckaby Robinson
Boehlert Hunter Rogers
Broomfield Hutto Roth
Brown (CO) Hyde Rowland (CT)
Buechner Inhofe Rowland (GA)
Bunning Ireland Baxton
Burton Jenkins Schaefer
Callahan Johnson (CT)  Schuette
Chappell Kasich Schulze
Cheney EKemp Shaw
Coats Eolbe Shumway
Coble Konnyu Shuster
Coleman (MO) 0 Slaughter (VA)
Combest Latta Smith (NE)
Courter Lent Smith (NJ)
Craig Lewis (CA) Smith (TX)
Crane Lewis (FL) Smith, Denny
Dannemeyer Lightfoot (OR)
Darden Livingston Smith, Robert
Davis (IL) Lloyd (NH)
Dayvis (MI) Lott Smith, Robert
DeLay Lowery (CA) (OR)
DeWine Lungren Solomon
Dickinson Mack Spence
DioGuardi Madigan Stangeland
Dornan (CA) Marlenee Stump
Dreier Martin (IL) Sundquist
Edwards (OK) Martin (NY) Sweeney
Emerson McCandless Swindall
Erdreich McCollum Tauke
Fawell MecCrery Tauzin
Fields McDade Taylor
Flippo McEwen Thomas (CA)
Frenzel McGrath Thomas (GA)
Gallegly McMillan (NC) Upton
Gallo Michel Valentine
Gekas Miller (OH) Vander Jagt
Gibbons Miller (WA) Vucanovich
Gingrich Molinari Walker
Gradison Mollohan Weber
Grandy Moorhead Weldon
Gregg Morrison (WA) Whittaker
Gunderson Murtha Wilson
Hall (TX) Myers Wolf
Hammerschmidt Nelson Wortley
Hansen Nichols Wylie
Harris Nielson Young (AK)
Hastert Oxley Young (FL)

NOT VOTING—13
Biaggl Kyl Stokes
Boulter Lukens, Donald Udall
Daub Mica Yates
Duncan Miller (CA)
Hawkins Ray
0O 1816

The Clerk announced the following

pairs:
On this vote:
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Mr. Miller of California for, with Mr.
Boulter against.

Mr. Hawkins for, with Mr. Daub against.

Messrs. PASHAYAN, ROWLAND of
Georgia, EDWARDS of Oklahoma,
ERDREICH, and NICHOLS changed
their votes from “aye” to “no.”

Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas changed
her vote from “no” to “aye.”

So the amendment was agreed to.

The result of the vote was an-
nounced as above recorded.

Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Chairman, I move
that the Committee do now rise.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the Committee rose;
and the Speaker having resumed the
chair, Mr. Gray of Illinois, Chairman
pro tempore of the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the
Union, reported that that Committee,
having had under consideration the
bill (H.R. 4264) to authorize appro-
priations for the fiscal year 1989
amended budget request for military
functions of the Department of De-
fense and to prescribe military person-
nel levels for such Department for
fiscal year 1989, to amend the Nation-
al Defense Authorization Act for
Fiscal Years 1988 and 1989, and for
other purposes, had come to no resolu-
tion thereon.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that all Members may
have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks and to
include extraneous material on the
bill, H.R. 4264.

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

There was no objection.

PERMISSION FOR SUBCOMMIT-
TEE ON HUMAN RESOURCES
AND GOVERNMENT RELATIONS
OF COMMITTEE ON POST
OFFICE AND CIVIL SERVICE TO
MEET DURING 5-MINUTE RULE
ON THURSDAY, MAY 5, 1988

Mr. WEISS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Subcom-
mittee on Human Resources and Gov-
ernment Relations of the Committee
on Post Office and Civil Service be
permitted to meet during the 5-minute
rule tomorrow. I have cleared this
with the ranking minority member.

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

There was no objection.
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PROVIDING FOR CORRECTING
ENROLLMENT OF HR. 3,
TRADE AND INTERNATIONAL
ECONOMIC POLICY REFORM
ACT OF 1987

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, by direc-
tion of the Committee on Rules, I call
up House Resolution 438 and ask for
its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. REs, 438

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution, the House shall be considered to
have adopted a concurrent resolution con-
sisting of the text printed in section 2 of
this resolution.

SEec. 2. Resolved by the House of Represent-
atives (the Senate concurring), That, in the
enrollment of the bill (H.R. 3) to enhance
the competitiveness of American industry,
and for other purposes, the Clerk of the
House of Representatives shall make the
following correction:

Amend section 2424 to read as follows:
“SEC. 2424, EXPORTS OF DOMESTICALLY PRO-

DUCED CRUDE OIL.

‘“(a) TECHNICAL AMENDMENT.—Section T(d)
of the Act (60 U.S.C. App. 2406(d)) is
amended by striking paragraph (4).

“(b) CrupE OIL STUDY.—

“(1) REVIEW OF EXPORT RESTRICTIONS ON
CRUDE 01L.—The Secretary of Commerce, in
consultation with the Secretary of Energy,
shall undertake a comprehensive review to
assess whether existing statutory restric-
tions on the export of crude oil produced in
the contiguous United States are adequate
to protect the energy and national security
interests of the United States and American
consumers. Taking into account exports li-
censed since 1883 and potential exports of
heavy crude oil produced in California, the
review shall assess the effect of increased
exports of erude oil produced in the contigu-
ous United States on—

“(A) the adequacy of domestic supplies of
crude oil and refined petroleum products in
meeting United States energy and national
security needs;

“(B) the quantity, quality, and retail price
of petroleum products available to consum-
ers in the United States generally and on
the West Coast in particular;

“(C) the overall trade deficit of the United
States;

“(D) acquisition costs of crude oil by do-
mestic petroleum refiners;

“(E) the financial viability of sectors of
the domestic petroleum industry (including
independent refiners, distributors, market-
ers, and pipeline carriers); and

“(F) the United States tanker fleet (and
the industries that support it), with particu-
lar emphasis on the availability of militarily
useful tankers to meet anticipated national
defense requirements.

“(2) PUBLIC HEARING AND COMMENT.—The
Secretary of Commerce shall provide notice
and a reasonable opportunity for public
hearing and comment on the review con-
ducted pursuant to this subsection.

“(3) CONSULTATIONS WITH OTHER AGEN-
cies.—The Secretary of Commerce shall
consult with the Secretary of Defense, the
Secretary of the Interior, and the Secretary
of Transportation, in addition to the Secre-
tary of Energy, in undertaking the review
pursuant to this subsection.

“(4) FINDINGS, OPTIONS, AND RECOMMENDA-
TioNs.—After taking public comment and
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consulting with appropriate State and Fed-
eral officials, the Secretary of Commerce, in
consultation with the Secretary of Energy,
shall develop findings, options, and recom-
mendations regarding the adequacy of exist-
ing statutory restrictions on the export of
crude oil produced in the contiguous United
States in protecting the energy and national
security interests of the United States and
American consumers.

*(5) CONSULTATIONS AND REPORT.—In carry-
ing out this subsection, the Secretary of
Commerce shall consult with the Commit-
tee on Foreign Affairs and the Committee
on Energy and Commerce of the House of
Representatives and the Committee on
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs, the
Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation, and the Committee on
Energy and Natural Resources of the
Senate. Not later than 12 months after the
date of the enactment of this Act, the Sec-
retary shall transmit to each of those com-
mittees a report which contains the results
of the review undertaken pursuant to this
subsection and the findings, options, and
recommendations developed under para-
graph (4).".

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. LOTT. Mr. Speaker, I make a
point of order against the consider-
ation of House Resolution 438 and I
ask to be heard on my point of order.

The SPEAKER, The gentleman will
state his point of order.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. Speaker, my point of
order is that House Resolution 438 is
not a privileged resolution because it
contains nonprivileged matters. In de-
fense of my point of order I cite Can-
non's Precedents, volume 8, section
2257, and I quote: “The right of the
Committee on Rules to report at any
time is limited to report on subjects
within its jurisdiction and the incorpo-
ration of extraneous matter destroys
the privilege.”

Mr. Speaker, House Rule 10, clause
1(q) gives the Rules Committee juris-
diction over “the rules and joint rules
* ** and order of business of the
House.” According to Deschler’'s Prece-
dents, volume 6, chapter 21, section 20,
the Rules Committee has broad au-
thority to report order of business res-
olutions or special rules “for the con-
sideration of a proposition, and direct-
ing how the proposition will be consid-
ered.”

That section of Deschler's Prece-
dents goes on to note that a rule may
provide for the “consideration” of “a
House or Senate bill or resolution not
reported from committee or a measure
which has not yet even been intro-
duced.”

However, I would emphasize here
that the purpose of a rule or order of
business resolution is to provide for
the consideration of a proposition and
not for the actual passage of a matter
not within the jurisdiction of the
Rules Committee.

In the case of House Resolution 438,
we have what is called a “self-execut-
ing” rule whereby the vote on the rule
is considered the vote on passage of an
unreported, unintroduced concurrent
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resolution which directs the Clerk to
make certain corrections in the bill
H.R. 3, the trade conference report.
However, unlike the traditional con-
current resolutions which make truly
“technical corrections” of such mat-
ters as printing errors, this concurrent
resolution would amend an already
agreed to conference report in a sub-
stantive way by replacing a limitation
on the export of refined Alaska oil,
with a study of existing limits on the
export of domestic crude oil.

Mr. Speaker, as volume 4, section
3446 of Hinds’ Precedents makes clear,
“the correction of an enrolled bill is
sometimes ordered by concurrent reso-
lution of the two Houses.” But, as sec-
tion 574 of the House Rules and
Manual, 100th Congress, also makes
clear, such concurrent resolutions are
confined to, and I quote, “correction
of an error when an enrollment is
made.” The substantive change being
proposed by House Resolution 438
goes way beyond correcting a technical
error in the trade bill. It makes a
major change in direction which goes
to the very heart of the jurisdiction of
other committees of this House.

Mr. Speaker, in this connection I
would cite 6 Deschler’'s, chapter 21,
section 17.13, which notes that, “Al-
though the Committee on Rules has
authority to report as privileged reso-
lutions creating a select House com-
mittee, the inclusion of a subject
coming within the jurisdiction of an-
other standing committee destroys the
privilege, and it is therefore necessary
for the committee to report a privi-
leged resolution making in order the
consideration of the mnonprivileged
matter reported by it.”

The vote on the adoption of this rule
is also a vote to pass a separate con-
current resolution which is not within
the jurisdiction of the Rules Commit-
tee. If introduced separately, it would
probably be referred to the House Ad-
ministration Committee, which has ju-
risdiction over the Clerk and the en-
rollment of bills; and to the Energy
and Commerce Committee which has
jurisdiction over interstate and foreign
commerce, and national energy policy.
It might also be jointly referred to the
Foreign Affairs and Merchant Marine
and Fisheries Committees. But, by no
stretch of the imagination could the
Rules Committee claim jurisdiction
over this concurrent resolution. As a
result, the text of section 2 of this rule
is nonprivileged matter which is not
within the jurisdiction of the Rules
Committee. And, under the prece-
dents, this destroys the privilege of
this rule.

In conclusion, Mr. Speaker, I would
urge the Chair to fully consider the
implications of this ruling. The key
question is, “Can the Rules Committee
directly report and obtain a direct vote
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on matters within the jurisdiction of
other committees?”

If the answer is yes, then we will
have radically altered the jurisdiction-
al balance of powers in this House. We
may as well abolish the authorizing
committees and cede all legislative au-
thority to the Rules Committee.

Mr. Speaker, a similar point was
made by your hero, Speaker Sam Ray-
burn, back on June 7, 1944. On that
occasion the Rules Committee had re-
ported a rule on a simple extension of
the Emergency Price Control and Sta-
bilization Acts of 1942. However, the
rule also made in order a series of non-
germane amendments from a bill
sponsored by the de facto head of the
Rules Committee, Judge Smith. Here’s
what Mr. Sam had to say about that:

* * * the Committee on Rules was never
set up to be a legislative committee. It is a
committee of procedure, to make it possible
that the majority of the House of Repre-
sentatives may have the opportunity to
work its will.* * * I do not want to take
away any of the rights of the Committee on
Rules, and I do not want the Rules Commit-
tee to take away the rights, prerogatives
and privileges of other standing committees
of the House, * * *

On that occasion, Mr. Speaker, the
House upheld its Speaker. On this oc-
casion, I hope the Speaker upholds
the House.

00 1830

The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman
from Michigan wish to be heard on
the point of order?

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, just on a
couple of the points raised by the gen-
tleman from Mississippi.

Mr. Speaker, in recent history, the
Rules Committee has recommended—
and the House has adopted—resolu-
tions that facilitated the disposition of
concurrent resolutions to correct the
enrollment of certain bills.

In the 99th Congress, the House
passed House Resolution 597, a rule
that provided that upon its adoption,
the House was considered to have
taken the omnibus drug bill (H.R.
5484) from the Speaker’'s table and to
have concurred in a Senate amend-
ment with amendment. With the
adoption of the rule, the House was
also considered to have adopted a con-
current resolution directing the Clerk
of the House to make a correction in
the enrollment of the bill.

Also in the 99th Congress, the House
adopted House Resolution 598, a rule
which provided that, upon its adop-
tion, the House was considered to have
taken an enrollment resolution from
the Speaker’s table and to have con-
curred in the Senate amendments to
the concurrent resolution with amend-
ments. The concurrent resolution was
to correct technical errors in the en-

rollment of H.R. 3838, the Tax
Reform Act.
In the 93d Congress, the House

adopted House Resolution 1496, a rule
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which provided for the consideration
of the conference report on a Senate
bill to provide for the cooperation be-
tween the Secretary of the Interior
and the States with respect to the reg-
ulation of surface mining operations.

In fact, Mr. Speaker, since 1962 on
nine separate occasions the substance
of legislation has been dealt with in
similar manner before the enrollment
of said legislation.

At this point, Mr. Speaker, I would
invite the decision of the Chair.

The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman
from Mississippi [Mr. LorT] desire to
be heard further?

Mr. LOTT. Mr. Speaker, briefly, mo-
mentarily, in support of my point of
order.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman
from Mississippi is recognized.

Mr. LOTT. Mr, Speaker, in response
to the gentleman’s comments, I would
like to make note that again this is a
quantum jump from what has been
done in the past. It has usually been in
a process of technical corrections of
errors, where a wrong number was put
in or a paragraph was inadvertently
left out. These technical resolutions
have come along with or close behind
the conference report.

In this case that is not the situation.
I note also that these references that
the gentleman from Michigan refers
to were not tested, were not ques-
tioned with a point of order.

We are here today making that test;
this is a point of order which should
be heard and it is one that I hope that
the Speaker recognizes is a significant
jump from technical corrections
through this concurrent resolution
process into one that involves abso-
lute, clearly substance.

I urge the Speaker to uphold the
point of order.

The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman
from Michigan care to be heard fur-
ther?

Mr. BONIOR. I defer to the Chair,
Mr. Speaker.

The SPEAKER (Mr. WricHT). The
Chair is prepared to rule. The Chair
has carefully examined House Resolu-
tion 438 offered by the Rules Commit-
tee for consideration of the House
today, has listened attentively to the
point of order offered by the gentle-
man from Mississippi [Mr. Lort] and
to the citations offered by the member
of the Committee on Rules, the gen-
tleman from Michigan [Mr. BoNIOR].

It is apparent to the Chair that this
resolution proposes a rule which pro-
vides for a special order of business, as
distinguished from the ordinary and
regular order of House business.

It is well within the inherent author-
ity of the Committee on Rules to
report rules to the House recommend-
ing a special order for the consider-
ation of legislation.

Part of the objection offered by the
gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. LoTT]
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is directed to the proposition of self
enforcing rules. It is not an uncommon
practice on the House floor for the
Committee on Rules to report and for
the House to adopt a self enforcing
rule, a rule which declares that it is
hereby construed or it is hereby held
that a certain legislative fact has been
done by the House.

And so there is nothing unique nor
contrary to general practice in the
self-executing rule, so long as it is con-
sistent with clause 4(b), rule XI.

The Committee on Rules on numer-
ous occasions has brought rules to the
floor which discharge standing com-
mittees of the House from further
consideration of certain legislative
matter in order that the bill be
brought before the House.

It is well within the practice of the
Committee on Rules to report these
special rules for the consideration of
the House and the House then is at
liberty to adopt or to reject the rule
recommended by the Committee on
Rules. That, in fact, is the function of
the Committee on Rules, to make a
recommendation which the House
may or may not accept.

And so the Committee on Rules in
the opinion of the Chair is well within
common practice and well within its
jurisdiction and fully within its re-
sponsibility in reporting this rule,
which would be a special order called
up in the House for its consideration.
And the House, of course, is the final
authority. If it adopts the rule today,
it will be operating within the estab-
lished procedures of the House. If it
rejects the rule today it will be operat-
ing within the established procedures
of the House.

The House is the final arbiter of the
propriety of the rule that is offered.
And a rule suggesting a special disposi-
tion of a concurrent resolution is well
within the established and accepted
responsibility of the Committee on
Rules, and that, in fact, is the defini-
tion of the function of the Committee
on Rules.

And for these reasons the Chair
overrules the point of order.

The gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
Boni1or] is recognized for 1 hour.

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I yield
the customary 30 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Tennessee [Mr. QUIL-
LEN], pending which I yield myself
such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 438
provides that upon adoption of the
rule, the concurrent resolution con-
tained in section 2 of the rule, shall be
considered as adopted. There will
therefore be the customary 1 hour of
debate, in the House, equally divided.

Mr. Speaker, the conference report
on H.R. 3, the Omnibus Trade and
Competitiveness Act of 1988, passed
this body on April 21, 1988, on a vote
of 312 to 107.
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However, the bill has not yet been
enrolled. In this stage, the conference
report is subject to correction.

Mr. Speaker, this concurrent resolu-
tion is a correction to the enrollment
of H.R. 3. It deals with section 2424 re-
garding exports of domestically pro-
duced crude oil.

The conference agreement included
three basic provisions:

First, a requirement that the Secre-
tary of Commerce, in consultation
with the Secretary of Energy, study
whether existing restrictions on crude
oil exports from the lower contiguous
48 States are adequate to protect U.S.
national security and energy interests.

Second, an agreement to permit—
subject to passage of the Canada Free
Trade Agreement—the export of up to
50,000 barrels per day of Alaska North
Slope crude oil to Canada.

Third, a restriction prohibiting re-
fineries commencing operation in
Alaska after the date of enactment of
this bill from exporting more than 50
percent of its annual output of refined
and partially refined petroleum prod-
ucts made from Alaska North Slope
crude oil, excluding sales to U.S. mili-
tary and flag airlines. Further, total
sales of Alaska North Slope refined
and partially refined petroleum prod-
ucts produced by these refineries shall
not exceed in aggregate an annual av-
erage of 70,000 barrels per day allocat-
ed on a first-come-first-served basis.

Mr. Speaker, this concurrent resolu-
tion replaces these provisions with the
text of section 2 of House Resolution
438 which basically includes:

First, a study calling for the Secre-
tary of Commerce and the Secretary
of Energy to assess whether existing
restrictions on the export of crude oil
produced in the contiguous United
States are adequate to protect the
energy and national security interests
of the United States and American
consumers. The study shall also assess
the effect of increased exports of
crude oil produced in the contiguous
United States on:

Our ability to meet U.S. energy and
national security needs.

The quantity and quality and retail
price of petroleum products available
to consumers in the United States gen-
erally and on the west coast in particu-
lar.

The overall trade deficit.

Acquisition costs of crude oil by do-
mestic petroleum refiners.

The financial viability of sectors of
the domestic petroleum industry.

The U.S. tanker fleet and the indus-
tries that support it, emphasizing the
availability of militarily useful tankers
to meet anticipated national defense
requirements.

Second, the concurrent resolution
also includes a provision that the Sec-
retary of Commerce shall provide
notice and a reasonable opportunity
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for public hearing and comment on
the review.

Third, it includes a provision that
the Secretary of Commerce shall con-
sult with the Secretaries of: Defense,
Interior, Transportation and Energy
in undertaking the review.

Fourth, after taking public comment
and consulting with the appropriate
State and Federal officials, the Secre-
tary of Commerce in conjunction with
the Secretary of Energy shall develop
findings, options and recommenda-
tions regarding the adequacy of re-
strictions on the export of crude oil
produced in the contiguous United
States in protecting the energy and
national security interests of the
United States and American consum-
ers.

Fifth, the Secretary of Commerce
shall consult with the following com-
mittees of the U.S. House of Repre-
sentatives: Foreign Affairs, Energy
and Commerce, and Banking, Housing
and Urban Affairs. In the Senate, the
Committees would be: Energy and
Natural Resources, and Commerce,
Science and Natural Resources.

No later than 12 months after adop-
tion of this bill, the Secretary shall
transmit to each of these committees,
the results of the review along with
the findings, recommendations and op-
tions.

Mr. Speaker, as you well know, our
trade deficit is almost $14 billion! In
the last 5 years, over 2 million Ameri-
cans have lost their jobs due to unfair
foreign competition. The big joke in
this country is that jobs are now our
No. 1 export.

We desperately need a comprehen-
sive trade bill to deal with desperate
situation.

Mr. Speaker, this body has worked
for 3 years crafting an omnibus trade
bill. We have worked with the admin-
istration in a good faith effort to take
care of their problems with the bill.
Even the President, admits that many
of the parts he objected to have been
completely removed.

In his most recent weekly radio ad-
dress, he singled out two provisions to
which he still objected. One of those
provisions was the curb on Alaskan oil
exports.

Mr. Speaker, this concurrent resolu-
tion is yet another effort to accommo-
date the President. We will be remov-
ing yet another part of the bill he does
not like.

With the passage of House Resolu-
tion 438, the House leadership will
have done absolutely everything it
could do, in good conscience, to make
the President happy. Mr. Speaker,
with the removal of the Alaska oil pro-
vision, it is our genuine and fervent
hope that the President will sign this
monumental legislation and let the
Congress proceed with the consider-
ation of additional very important
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trade legislation such as the Canada
free trade agreement.

The offering of this concurrent reso-
lution is an indication of just how
much we want and need a trade bill
enacted into law. I hope, Mr. Speaker,
the President recognizes our addition-
al compromise and drops his threat to
veto this bill for the sake of the mil-
lions and millions of Americans who
desperately need and are anxiously
waiting for the passage of this trade
legislation.

Mr. Speaker, for those of my col-
leagues who say that if we were really
serious about a trade bill we would
remove the plant closing section, I
answer that we simply cannot.

Recent polls show that 86 percent of
the American people support the
worker notification section of the
trade bill.

Worker retraining and readjustment
is a large part of the trade bill. A task
force appointed by Secretary of Labor
Brock concluded that advance notifi-
cation is essential to any successful re-
adjustment program.

According to GAO, blue collar work-
ers, on the average, get around 7 days
notice of a plant closing or permanent
layoff. White collar workers get about
14 days notice. Nonunion blue collar
workers get an average of 2 days warn-
ing. For those who think most workers
can see a plant closing or a layoff
coming, the fact is nearly half of
today’s displaced workers had abso-
lutely no idea they were going to be
laid off before it happened.

Mr. Speaker, the Office of Technolo-
gy Assessment has found that worker
productivity does not fall off after no-
tification of a plant shutdown—in
some cases, productivity increases.

Worker notification is the law in
Canada, France, Germany, Japan,
Great Britain, and Sweden. Mr. Speak-
er, I use the example used today at
your press conference for those who
believe the worker notification section
would make us less competitive
abroad. Taiwan requires advanced no-
tification of all layoffs. Rather than
losing export trade, Taiwan has in-
creased its trade surplus with the
United States every year of the
Reagan administration.

Mr. Speaker, what we need here is
good old-fashioned compromise. The
President has two things that bother
him about this trade bill. We are will-
ing to drop one of those two things. If
the President really wants a compre-
hensive trade bill, he will compromise
and let us get on with reducing the
trade deficit, increasing our exports
and putting our workers back to work.

0 1845
Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.
Mr. Speaker, this procedure being
used today is an outrage. On approxi-



9868

mately 1 hour’s notice, the Rules Com-
mittee was called into emergency ses-
sion yesterday afternoon at 4 p.m. We
did not see a copy of this rule until a
few minutes before we had to vote on
it. I objected to the emergency meet-
ing then. I object to it now.

Today the House is about to be
forced to vote on this package after
only 30 minutes debate on each side,
with no chance to amend or alter the
package. Once the rule is adopted, the
concurrent resolution directing the
Clerk to change the conference report
on the trade bill will be deemed to
have been adopted. There will be no
separate consideration of the substan-
tive issue. Once this rule is adopted, it
is all over.

By this procedure we are rushing in
to make a major change in a confer-
ence report which took 14 committees
over a year to work out. This is a bad
procedure, Mr. Speaker. More than
that, because the Senate is not even in
session this week, there is no need or
jurisdiction for abandoning the
normal notice requirements of the
Rules Committee.

Not only is this a terrible procedure,
Mr. Speaker, it is an openly political
maneuver to buy off two votes in the
other body. Upon adoption of this
rule, the House will have directed the
Clerk to strip out the existing provi-
sions on Alaskan oil from the trade
conference report and to replace them
with a study.

Mr. Speaker, under existing law
there is in effect a prohibition on the
export of crude oil from Alaska’s
north slope but no restrictions on the
export of refined oil products. There
are plans to build a refinery in Alaska
to get around existing law. The provi-
sions in this conference report are a
compromise solution which will put
some limits on the amount of refined
oil products which could be exported
from any Alaskan refinery. If this
House today accepts this rule, we will
be removing all restrictions on the
export of Alaskan refined oil products.
Every bit of Alaskan oil could end up
in Japan or some other country.

Mr. Speaker, the Alaskan oil provi-
sions in the conference report were de-
signed to ensure that a reasonable pro-
portion of Alaskan oil would actually
get into this country where it is
needed. Those provisions also have the
effect of ensuring some much-needed
business for our American merchant
marine.

Mr. Speaker, a strong and able
American merchant marine is impor-
tant in peacetime but in wartime it
may be indispensable. The existing
provisions help to maintain our mer-
chant shipping capability and we
should keep them.

We should not further reduce the
capability of our merchant marine
fleet. Already we have knocked it
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down, and down and down, and we
must stop that.

Mr. Speaker, I urge the defeat of the
rule.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 30 seconds to
the gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr.
EpwARDS].

(By unanimous consent Mr. Ebp-
waARDs of Oklahoma was allowed to
speak out of order.)

TUPDATE ON SITUATION IN NICARAGUA

Mr. EDWARDS of Oklahoma. Mr.
Speaker, what we have before us is an
important issue that I have asked our
ranking member to yield to me so I
could just inform the House about a
couple of things that have happened
in Nicaragua.

As the Members know, the food that
we voted is not getting to the Contras,
but I thought the Members of the
House might be interested in learning
that today the Sandinista government
has not only arrested a number of
labor leaders in Nicaragua, but has
also arrested 14 members of the Demo-
cratic Opposition in Nicaragua and
has temporarily closed three inde-
pendent newspapers, and I thought
that ought to be shared with my col-
leagues.

Mr. QUILLEN, Mr. Speaker, I yield
4 minutes to the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. BARTLETT].

Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. Speaker, today
we have before us a highly unusual,
indeed bizarre, request from the spon-
sors of the trade bill, of the objection-
able trade bill, which has previously
passed the House. Perhaps it is a day
for mea culpa on behalf of those spon-
sors in fessing up that at least this 1
and 2 provision of the trade bill were
counter to the idea of good trade and
of reducing the trade deficit.

Mr. Speaker, the fact is that the res-
olution we are considering this after-
noon, House Resolution 438, the pur-
pose of it is not to pass legislation, not
to consider legislation, not to consider
a trade bill, not even to consider a rule
on this House floor, but to do what is
called correcting the enrollment of a
bill that had already passed this
House. It seems to me that indeed this
highly unusual procedure comes to
the floor, must come to the floor, with
some sense of embarrassment by the
sponsors of the trade bill.

0O 1855

I suppose it is progress of sorts, be-
cause what the sponsors would do with
this resolution is to delete one of the
two most objectionable provisions of
the trade bill, those two provisions
which were contrary to the idea of re-
ducing the trade deficit.

This provision that in fact should
have been deleted and should have
been deleted on the House floor which
would have restricted or indeed pro-
hibited the sale of exports of Alaskan
refined products to our trading part-
ners, it should be debated, it should
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have been deleted, but this provision,
just like the other provision that is
not being deleted, the so-called plant
closing, is also a provision which is
contrary to the notion of reducing the
trade deficit.

Now, the purpose of the trade bill
ought to be to reduce the trade deficit.
The provision on Alaskan oil which
this bill seeks to delete would in fact
have increased the trade deficit, and I
want to call the Members’ attention to
the provision that is left, the so-called
plant closing provision, would also
likewise discourage the reduction of
trade deficits, would discourage ex-
ports, would cost Americans their jobs.
It also ought to be deleted.

The sponsors of the trade bill need
to bring to the House floor legislation
instead of political games. They ought
to bring provisions to the House floor,
legislation that can be passed and
signed into law, legislation that would
delete not just this one objectionable
provision, but the other provision also,
the so-called plant closing legislation.

I do want to remind Members that
the plant closing legislation that is in
the bill is not a compromise. It is not
watered down anything. It is not a
moderated proposal. It is mandatory
notice of a kind that has never been
provided in the United States. It is the
kind of mandatory notice that at least
one study in January of this year con-
cluded would drive a minimum of
450,000 American jobs overseas, thus
increasing our trade deficit in a bill
that was designed to or at least pur-
ported to be designed to decrease its
deficit.

It applies to as few as 50 employees
at a time. It applies to the closing of
an operating unit within a facility, no
matter how large the facility.

Mr. Speaker, it is time for the spon-
sors to bring us a trade bill, a real
trade bill, a trade bill that encourages
trade, that encourages export, that en-
courages a reduction of the trade defi-
cit.

As long as the so-called plant closing
provision is left in the trade bill, then
we are simply playing political games.
We are not trying to pass a trade bill.

The only relation that the so-called
plant closing provision that is left in
the bill after this is passed, the only
relation to it is that it causes higher
trade deficits. It costs more Americans
their jobs. It does have a relation to
plant closings in that it causes more
plant closings.

The fact is that this provision is
good so far as it goes. This bill is good
so far as it goes, but we ought to bring
a bill that deletes both sections.

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Michi-
gan [Mr. WoLPE].

Mr, WOLPE. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of the rule and the current
resolution that is embodied in the rule
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that would strike the Alaskan oil pro-
glisions in the Omnibus Trade legisla-
on.

I do so very reluctantly, and I will
explain my reluctance in a moment.
But it seems to me that it is critical
that we support this decision of the
leadership in the hope that this
change that is being made, this com-
promise that is being offered, will
cause the President to reconsider his
intention to veto this vital trade legis-
lation.

I cannot stress too much the impor-
tance of this legislation to my con-
stituents. It is seen across the board as
legislation needed to protect American
jobs, to restore American competitive-
ness, to insure our economic future. It
is legislation that we need. It is legisla-
tion that we have worked on in a bi-
partisan way. And, in crafting this leg-
islation, we have attempted repeatedly
to accommodate the administration.

Mr. Speaker, as important as the
Alaskan oil provision is, I do not want
to see the omnibus trade bill doomed
by our insistence on this language. For
that reason, I am prepared to support
the decision to strike the Alaskan oil
provision from the trade bill.

It should also be said that it would
be especially tragic if the President
were to reject this compromise by
going ahead and vetoing the trade bill
on the basis of the plant closing provi-
sion.

What is so unreasonable about
asking that workers be afforded the
same kind of warning that executives
receive when it becomes necessary to
close a plant? Plant closing notifica-
tion is simply a means of enabling
both workers and their communities
to adjust to one of the most traumatic
of decisions. There is no provision of
this trade legislation that is more rea-
sonable and more deserving of the sup-
port of this President.

Let me now explain for a moment
my strong reluctance to acquiesce to
this decision to drop the Alaskan oil
provision. Very simply, the Alaskan oil
provision we would strike by this pro-
vision makes sense. It embraces the
long-standing energy security policy of
this Congress, policy that has been re-
peatedly ratified by overwhelming bi-
partisan votes.

Congress has said repeatedly that
Alaskan oil should be used for domes-
tic purposes and that there should be
tight restrictions placed on its export.
To remove those provisions at this
point I think is to really throw into
question how serious we are about the
maintenance of an effective energy se-
curity policy.

Mr. Speaker, the Alaskan oil export
refinery provisions are the product of
a considerable amount of compromise,
as we have labored for over 2 years to
craft a provision that balances the in-
terests of Alaska and the energy secu-
rity of our Nation. As we proceed fur-
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ther with this effort, I trust the lead-
ership will keep in mind the impor-
tance of this provision for promoting
national energy security, particularly
given the growing instability in the
Middle East. I intend to work with the
leadership in finding an appropriate
legislative vehicle to adequately accept
the provision we are now striking.

The S . The time of the
gentleman from Michigan has expired.

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
additional minute to the gentleman.

Mr. WOLPE. My support of this res-
olution, as I say, is offered very reluc-
tantly. The provision being struck
here would place restrictions on the
export of refined products from
Alaska. In my judgment the refinery
that is being contemplated in that
State is a way of circumventing the
present restrictions in law on the
export of Alaskan crude oil.

We attempted to fashion the refin-
ery-related restrictions in a way that
balanced the interests of Alaska and
the interests of our Nation’s energy se-
curity.

This is an issue that I hope we can
revisit once we get beyond the trade
legislation. We need, in the interests
of our energy security, to maintain the
restrictions on the export of Alaskan
oil.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WOLPE. I am pleased to yield to
the gentleman from Alaska.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker,
let me just make sure the gentleman
has explained the situation clearly.

I am in support of this resolution,
but as far as the intent of the trade
bill concerning Alaskan oil, it went far
beyond what existing law is today.
What we are doing here today is put-
ting it right back to square one in ex-
isting law.

The SPEAKER. The time of the
gentleman from Michigan has again
expired.

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
additional minute to the gentleman.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker,
if the gentleman will yield further,
this resolution does not expand any
present law, It does still keep the
present law that prohibits us from ex-
porting Alaskan crude oil.

What the orginial trade bill did and
the gentleman’s amendment did was
to prohibit us from exporting any of
our other oil outside of the TAPS line.
It prohibited us from building a refin-
ery and in fact it exceeded anything in
present law today.

What we are doing here today is put-
ting it right back to square one.

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for supporting the reso-
lution, and I reserve the balance of my
time.

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from Mis-
sissippi [Mr. LoTT].
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Mr. LOTT. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman from Tennessee for yield-
ing me this time.

I will not go over what is in the rule,
since the gentleman from Tennessee
did an outstanding job pointing out
what we are dealing with here and I
will not repeat the arguments I made
in my point of order. I thought surely
the Speaker was going to rule in my
favor, especially after I quoted Speak-
er Sam Rayburn, but since he did not,
I do want to just emphasize a couple
points.

First of all, this is an unusual proce-
dure. You remember a couple weeks
ago when the trade bill came through,
I did not see it, I got a glimpse of it
when it went by. It was over 1,000
pages, 14 inches thick, but we were
told, “We've got to get this thing
through immediately. We’'ve got to get
it to the President so he can sign it or
veto it."” That was on April 21.

It went to the Senate, to the other
body. They had it for about a week.
They reported it about April 27, and
then instead of being enrolled and
sent to the President, it has been lan-
guishing, just languishing, a very un-
usual process.

Then all of a sudden we have this
House concurrent resolution, not for
technical corrections, but for substan-
tive changes in a conference report
that we have already voted on.

Now, the Speaker in his ruling said
that the final judge on something like
this, a procedure like this, is the
House: So I urge the House to take a
look again at what we are doing here.

This is unorthodox. It is in my opin-
ion a corruption of the rules and one
that could come back and haunt all of
us. There are some bizarre things
about it, and I want to emphasize just
two or three points.

First, this resolution authorizes the
Clerk of the House to do more than
the House acting alone can do, and
that is amend the conference report
without killing it. Think about that.

Second, it is self-executing. We are
dealing not just with a rule here, but
we are dealing with a substantive
change in a conference report, and yet
when we have this 1 hour of debate we
vote on the rule. We are also voting on
the substance. That is it. It is unnum-
bered. it is unintroduced. It is an unre-
ported concurrent resolution which di-
rects the Clerk to make these changes
in the enrollment.

Then third, this rule does not even
provide for the separate consideration
of the measure striking out this oil
export limitation, and no amendments
are in order.

So this is a very unusual process, one
that I think the Members should be
very careful about. It is not the cor-
rect way to proceed.
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I assume that the idea is to try to
force the President to accept a bill
that still has basic fallacies in it.

Let us go ahead and send it to the
President. Let him act, and then we
can make changes or corrections if
necessary, which is the normal way to
do it. This certainly would not comply
with the presentment clause of the
Constitution.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
vote against this process. Vote against
this change in substance and let us
really get serious about passing a trade
bill.

Mr. Speaker, this bizarre little rule is like a
can opener, reopening a can of worms: When
the full aroma hits you, you know somebody’s
up to something fishy.

In this case, the can of worms being re-
opened is the trade conference report, which
has already been finally agreed to by both
Houses. And make no mistake about it, this
concurrent resolution will be subject to pro-
tracted debate and further amendment when it
reaches the other body. Once one worm is
out of the can, others will likely follow.

And what's fishy about this whole procedure
is that we're using a device reserved for cor-
recting printing errors to make a major, sub-
stantive change in a conference report which
has already passed both Houses and is await-
ing final enroliment. And the reason this tech-
nical corrections device is being used and
abused is solely for the political purpose of
trying to secure enough votes in the other
body to override an expected veto. But that
might not be all you get from the other body.

Mr. Speaker, let's consider what else is
really bizarre and fishy about this rule. In the
first place, it authorizes the Clerk of the House
to do more than the House acting alone can
do, and that is amend a conference report
without killing it. As most of you are aware,
under House Rule 28, relating to conference
reports, if the House votes to delete a provi-
sion from a conference report, and | quote,
“the conference report shall be considered as
rejected.” Under this rule, however, the Clerk
is given authority to delete an entire section
from the conference report and substitute an-
other section, and the conference report is
still alive and well. How much more bizarre
can you get than a rule that gives the House
Clerk more authority than the House or
Senate to enact legislation?

In the second place, this is a so-called self-
executing rule whereby the adoption of the
rule automatically passes an unnumbered, un-
introduced, and unreported concurrent resolu-
tion which directs the Clerk to make these
changes in enroliment.

This goes beyond a normal order of busi-
ness resolution or rule which provides for the
consideration of a proposition. This rule
doesn't even provide for the separate consid-
eration of the measure striking the oil export
limitations from the conference report and
substituting a study. Instead, this rule provides
for everything but separate consideration; it
provides for the introduction, the discharge,
and the vote on that substantive matter—all in
one fell swoop. The committees having juris-
diction over the concurrent resolution—House
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Administration, Energy and Commerce, For-
eign Affairs, and maybe even Merchant
Marine and Fisheries—are completely cut out
of the loop on this.

If we go for this we are saying that the
Rules Committee has authority to directly
report and have passed any legislation under
any committee's jurisdiction. It controls all the
time on that legislation and it precludes
amendment to it because it is considered in
the House instead of the Committee of the
Whole.

Do you really want to give the Rules Com-
mittee such extraordinary powers to encroach
on your committees’ jurisdiction? | should
think not, and yet that is exactly what this
does.

The third bizarre aspect of this rule is that it
makes a mockery of the Constitution's pre-
sentment clause, which requires that every
bill, order, resolution, or vote to which the
concurrence of the two Houses may be nec-
essary “shall be presented to the President of
the United States.”

If this procedure is followed and both
Houses pass the concurrent resolution, the bill
sent to the President will not be one that has
passed both Houses; not will the concurrent
resolution be presented to the President. For
this to conform to the constitutional require-
ment would require that a joint resolution be
presented to the President, or that both
Houses reconsider H.R. 3 as amended.

Mr. Speaker, as if this perverse process
were not reason enough for defeating this
rule, consider if you will what this does sub-
stantially. The adoption of this rule eliminates
a restriction on exporting refined Alaskan oil.

Under the provision in the trade bill, as | un-
derstand it, new Alaskan refineries would be
permitted to export up to 50 percent of capac-
ity, up to 70,000 barrels a day, and would
permit Canada to buy up to 50,000 barrels a
day, if it is transported through a lower 48
State port. The concurrent resolution that
would be passed with the adoption of this rule
eliminates that limitation and substitutes a
study of existing export restrictions on domes-
tic crude oil.

Mr. Speaker, | would simply ask my col-
leagues to consider what you will be doing
substantively on this rule as well as procedur-
ally. The existing restrictions on oil exports
has a direct bearing on our national security
interests. Most of you will remember that our
country is still striving to achieve greater
energy independence. This rule moves in the
opposite direction. Moreover, it would deal an
extreme blow to the American maritime indus-
try—our shipbuilders and shipping companies.
Do you want to further undercut this important
national security industrial component? | hope
not. Vote down this rule.

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Wash-
ington [Mr. BONKER].

Mr. BONKER. Mr. Speaker, this
concurrent resolution poses a real di-
lemma for myself and others on my
subcommittee who were responsible
for placing these Alaskan North Slope
oil provisions in the trade bill. We are
informed that if this concurrent reso-
lution passes that it may enhance the
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ultimate signing of the trade bill that
is now pending before the Congress.

President Reagan has stated several
times now publicly that there are two
provisions in the trade bill to which he
now objects. One, of course, we know
is the plant closing notification provi-
sion, and the second is the several pro-
visions in the trade bill that relate
now to the export not of the Alaskan
North Slope crude oil but of possible
refinery products that would come as
a result of a facility being built in
Valdez, AK.

We are also informed that we have
no assurances whatsoever that our
action today would result either in a
favorable decision by the President, or
hopefully picking up a few more Sena-
tors who voted against the trade bill,
but who now might well be disposed to
vote in favor of an override.

Mr. Speaker, restrictions on the
export of North Slope oil are a long-
standing policy of the Congress, dating
back to 1973, a policy which has been
reaffirmed now many times over.

Mr. Speaker, this trade bill that is
pending before the Congress attempts
to close loopholes that now exist, be-
cause we are informed that the Japa-
nese investors want to build a refinery
to circumvent the existing ban on
North Slope oil in order to export re-
finery products.

We also incorporated language that
makes the provision more compatible
with the section in the pending trade
agreement with Canada.

My subcommittee has devoted many
years to insuring that we have in this
country ample oil supplies to meet our
energy security.

O 1910

It is a well-established national
policy, and frankly I am disappointed
that the leadership has seen fit now to
drop those vital provisions from the
trade bill, but I also think it is terribly
important that this Congress send
down to the President a trade bill that
he can sign. We have provisions in
there that would strengthen the trade
revenue law so we can deal more effec-
tively with unfair trade practices.

We also have provisions that would
provide for an investment in education
and training and other programs to
help restore our competitive position
and bring down the trade deficit.

We have important provisions on
export promotion so we can facilitate
the export of U.S.-made products.

Mr. Speaker, the President has
threatened to veto this trade bill
which is so terribly important to our
Nation’s economy unless some of these
provisions are removed. I think the
House is making a good-faith effort to
go half the distance, to say that while
we will not abandon our longstanding
position on the plant notification pro-
vision that we at least will go half the
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way and drop these provisions that in-
volve standing policy by this Congress
on Alaskan crude oil.

Mr. Speaker, if this concurrent reso-
lution takes us that additional step,
then I would reluctantly support it.

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from Illi-
nois [Mr. MicHEL], our distinguished
leader on this side.

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, yester-
day I took the floor to protest the
latest round of trade bill trickery, and
I said it was discouraging to me that
trade policy and the rules and proce-
dures of the House were once again
being sacrified under the Democratic
leadership’s “win-at-all-costs”  ap-
proach to legislating.

Just weeks ago, Mr. Speaker, there
was such a rush to get the trade con-
ference agreement voted on it was
rammed through here without even
giving our Members time to browse
through its 1,200 pages.

I guess the majority knew they had
the votes, knew they could probably
embarrass the President, and though
they had a veto override wired so they
drove the trade conference report
through here with record-breaking
speed.

Then the agreement went to the
other body and again I guess the ma-
jority thought they had it wired there,
too, but the wire became somewhat
frayed and the votes to sustain a veto
seemed to be there in the other body.

That set of circumstances dictated
slowing down the vote and reports ran
rampant that the trade bill would
then be delayed until after new trade
figures came out on May 17. The con-
ference report came back here for
final enrolling, and it was ready for
the President, or so we thought, and
then we discovered that the rush to
judgment had once again become
rather a slow crawl. The enrolling
clerk was delaying final processing so
this latest and most devious of all
schemes could be hatched. It kind of
reminds me of the driving school
where there is an acceleration, then
the application of the brakes, accelera-
tion, application of the brakes, a
speed-up and slow-down, stop-and-go
lawmaking, if you please.

Mr. Speaker, I am deeply distressed
to see the House being asked to play
so fast and loose with our once cher-
ished rules and procedures around
here. Just for the record, let me make
sure we have our facts straight. We
are here on the floor today violating
every precept of democratic govern-
ment. We are considering a resolution
which has had no hearing, it came
from no authorizing committee, it is
less than 24 hours old, and we have
here a technical procedure with which
the majority will attempt to surgically
extract something from a piece of leg-
islation that has been officially and
formally and finally adopted by both
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Houses of the Congress and should be
by all rights on the President’s desk
for signature.

Why?

The majority will tell you it is to ac-
commodate the President. They have
been quoted as saying that they are
meeting the President halfway.

Mr. President, beware. These folks
are trying to tell you that the check is
in the mail, that they are from the
Government, and that they are here
to help you.

Hold on to your wallet. The irony in
all this is that the provisions on which
this resolution focuses are typical of
the legislative refuse we adopt around
here. It is poorly drawn, ill-conceived,
and probably in violation of article I,
section 9 of the Constitution. Howev-
er, eliminating it this way is like at-
tempting, I guess, to eradicate crime
by eliminating everyone convicted of a
crime.

Mr. Speaker, a winning-at-all-costs
strategy is not good government and I
think you will find that it is not even
good politics. This strategy does not
produce winners, it only produces
losers, maybe not now, not here today,
but believe me, this is a loser, a real
loser.

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

Mr. Speaker, before I yield to the
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
Frank], I do want to respond very
briefly to my friend the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. MICHEL].

Since 1962 it is not an uncommon
thing for a bill to be recalled or sent
back once it has reached the Presi-
dent’s desk for further amendment by
the Congress. We have done this on a
number of occasions. In fact according
to an October 14, 1987, CRS report
there have been at least nine separate
occasions where Congress has correct-
ed the enrollment of a conference
report with substantive changes, not
technical changes, substantive
changes. I do not recall the minority
raising any concern, raising their
voices objecting to those substantive
changes. In fact, the last one that I do
recall offhand was the tax bill that we
had before us recently.

Mr. Speaker, this is not an unusual
procedure in the sense that it has been
repeated on a number of occasions
without the objection of the minority.
I think their concern obviously is re-
flected by the fact that they are on
the wrong side of an issue that the
American people feel very strongly
about and I can well understand their
uneasiness.

The fact of the matter is what we
have done is in keeping with the rules
of this House and with the precedents
we have set, especially since 1962.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
Frankl.
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Mr. FRANK. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Michigan for
yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I have seen some un-
usual displays in the House but the
previous half hour is the most bizarre
case of unspecific indignation known
to medical history. We have members
of the minority professing to be out-
raged except that they are not quite
clear on what it is they are outraged
about. The deputy minority leader
made among his points the ringing
charge that we are about to pass a bill
which, and I quote him, “Is unnum-
bered.l!

Mr. Speaker, it may be that there
are vast numbers of American people
ready to smite us for passing an un-
numbered resolution. I doubt it, but it
may be. If it were not going to further
complicate the parliamentary situa-
tion, Mr. Speaker, to alleviate my
friend’s distress I was going to ask
unanimous consent that we number
this so that we would not suffer the
indignity, the constitutional challenge
of passing an unnumbered resolution.
But it would be too complicated so I
will ask the gentleman from Mississip-
pi [Mr. Lort] to join me later and we
will introduce a bill to number this
concurrent resolution.

A concurrent resolution amending a
bill is, of course, something that has
been unheard of since the last time we
did it, which was with Republican sup-
port on the tax bill. We did exactly
this when we had the tax bill. At that
point maybe more Republicans had a
piece of the action so they were not
quite as indignant. Now we just have
our friend, the gentleman from Alaska
[Mr. YounGl.

Let me say on the merits of this that
I think the first Alaska purchase
worked out well for the country, and I
am ready to support the second one.
That is what we have before us. Why
not?

The fact is that what we brought
forward here is a perfectly sensible
effort to compromise, and what the
minority is upset about is that they
are being agreed with in a way that
they find inconvenient. They would
rather be unhappy. Here we have an
effort by the majority with some sup-
port on the minority side, the gentle-
man from Alaska and his many
friends, who are upsetting the minori-
ty because we want to be conciliatory.

Mr. Speaker, we passed the trade
bill, and the gentleman said we did not
have time to read it. Mr. Speaker, I
trust I am betraying no secrets when I
suggest that if we had had a month,
the number of Members on either side
who would have read the trade bill is
very, very small. Frankly, most Mem-
bers would have waited for the movie,
no matter how soon we moved to pass
it. We had a trade bill in which there
were summaries around, and which
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staff and Members knew particular as-
pects of. People know what was in the
bill. There were several provisions that
were controversial, and the majority
decided to be conciliatory. I happen to
agree with the gentleman from Alaska
[Mr. Younc] and others, because I do
not think those restrictions made
sense. I think we should do free trade
in that oil. But I was in the minority
on that. This was a conciliatory ges-
ture. The minority is now outraged be-
cause it is being agreed with. It is out-
raged because it is being agreed with
by a procedure that they have used
themselves in the past.

This is indignation in search of a
cause. This is opposing for the sake of
opposition, except when we come to
the real nub and that is that the Presi-
dent of the United States is in a bind.
He is going to have to veto a trade bill
which is a pretty good trade bill, even
by his own standard, because it has a
plant closing provision in it. Apparent-
ly people who work in this country are
not entitled to that notification.

Maybe they should consult their as-
trologers to know when they are going
to be out of work. If they read their
horoscopes maybe they will get 60
days’ notice, but those who do not get
it from their horoscopes would get it
from this bill.

What we have is the President un-
happy because he does not want to
have to veto a bill which says they will
get 60 days notice unless there are ex-
tenuating circumstances to the con-
trary. We are making it clear that that
is apparently the President’s problem
and that is what activates some Mem-
bers of the minority. They do not
want to expose the central reason that
the President has to sign it.

Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman from Massachusetts
yield?

Mr. FRANK. I yield to the gentle-
man from Texas.

Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. Speaker, I
might suggest that it is not the Presi-
dent that is in a bind, it is the spon-
sors of the trade bill who are bringing
to this floor a trade bill that cannot
pass and become law because of this
nontrade issue, plant closings, which is
contained in it. So if we want a trade
bill, let us compromise. If we want to
compromise, let us sit down and have
both sides discuss a compromise. That
is be definition a compromise.

Mr. FRANK. Reclaiming my time,
Mr. Speaker, I will say to the gentle-
man there are many, many compro-
mises embodied in this bill. We do not
have a situation where the President
is being denied a chance to compro-
mise. We do have a situation where he
is being denied a chance to dictate. Of
course there is the new rightwing
theory, I understand Judge Bork sub-
scribes to, which is that the President
really has a line-item veto even
though the Constitution does not say
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so, and he may line-item veto the
plant closing. But I do not recommend
that he risk it. The fact is we are fol-
lowing constitutional procedures. The
veto means if a bill is passed by both
Houses and goes to the President, and
he does not like it, he vetoes it and
then we have a big public debate
about it. All of this complaint about
the procedural irregularity is non-
sense. What we have here is the mi-
nority unhappy because we are by this
focusing attention on the President’s
opposition to the plant-closing provi-
sion in the bill.

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from Illi-
nois [Mr. CRANE].

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, Lord
Acton said that power tends to corrupt
i:.nd absolute power corrupts absolute-
y.

I have served in this Chamber now
for almost 19 years and in the 19 years
that I have been here I have witnessed
many changes and transformations
one of which we went through this
afternoon when fortunately the elec-
tronic system broke down and we had
a chance to socialize, to get better ac-
quainted with one another, and pro-
ceed at a little more leisurely pace as
this body operated when I first came
here. During the course of the years
that I have been here, Mr. Speaker, 1
have witnessed what in my estimation
can only be described as institutional
nervous breakdown. I do remember, in
response to the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts [Mr. Frangl who said
nobody would have read that trade bill
had he had it in the requisite time
that traditionally we are entitled to
look at legislation, 3 days, instead as
we were an hour and a half into the
debate before that stack of papers,
loose bound, unnumbered, unbound
papers encompassing 1,200 pages of
technical changes in trade law were
thrust upon us. The fact of the matter
is we are doing that on a routine basis.
Nobody read the tax bill in 1986, not a
Member of the House or the Senate
has read the tax bill to this day, and in
addition to that we did it on budget
reconciliation. That is something that
again has a significant impact on the
way in which this country is being
run.

Mr. Speaker, the question that arises
is who does these things for us?

The fact of the matter is that it is
what my distinguished colleague the
gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. FREN-
zeL] likes to refer to on tax matters as
“those nameless, faceless gnomes
buried in their windowless cells in the
bowels of Treasury.”

We are being governed today no
longer by the elected representatives
of the people who do not bother to
read the legislation and have no un-
derstanding of the legislation; rather
we are being governed by unelected
people who cannot be thrown out of
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office by the electorate short of the
commission of high crimes and misde-
meanors. We are permitting this out-
rage to be perpetuated, and now we
are told that the Clerk of the House
should do the effective legislating for
us on the particular provision before
us, change a fundamental provision of
the bill upon which we voted, having
not read it anyway, so I suppose it is
irrelevant and inconsequential. But I
submit, Mr. Speaker, that we are flirt-
ing, because of our behavior and the
flouting of procedures and rules, and
the rules apply to the emergency re-
quirements to give at least 48 hours
notice to the Committee on Rules
unless there is some urgent emergency
before calling a session.
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What was the emergency? The
Senate is not even in town. Yet, this
emergency required only 1 hour's
notice so that this document could be
presented.

Mr. Speaker, I submit that there is a
political motivation, and everybody in
this Chamber knows it. Otherwise,
why just the Alaskan thing? Why not
deal with plant closings, too? Then the
Members guarantee there will not be a
veto, and we are not going to have to
go through the process of having the
veto sustained and then bring the bill
back up under suspension with plant
closings thrown out.

I had a lot more objections to that
trade bill than this particular issue
before us tonight, and the plant-clos-
ing provision which to me was decided-
ly inferior to some of the other defi-
ciencies of the bill, but, Mr. Speaker, I
would urge that all of our colleagues
in the name of order and in the name
of what we were elected to do when we
came before this body, that we defeat
this measure, defeat it, let it be vetoed,
then bring it back, and we can alter it
to meet the requirements of the
House.

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute for an announcement by the
gentleman from Washington [Mr.
BONKER].

(By unanimous consent, Mr. BONKER
was allowed to speak out of order.)

ANNOUNCEMENT OF PASSING OF JULIA BUTLER

HANSEN

Mr. BONKER. Mr. Speaker, it is my
sad duty to report to the House the
passing of my predecessor from the
Third District in Washington State,
Julia Butler Hansen.

She served with distinction in this
body for 14 years from 1960 to 1974.
She was chairman of the House Sub-
committee on Appropriations on Inte-
rior and Related Affairs, and she
headed the Bolling Committee to
reform the committee system in the
early 1970's. She was a powerful figure
in Washington State politics for over
50 years. Her contributions are legend-
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ary, and I know that she is going to be
missed by many in this body and in
the State of Washington.

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

Mr. BONKER. Mr. Speaker, I will be
happy to yield to the gentleman.

Mr. FOLEY, Mr, Speaker, I certainly
join with the gentleman from Wash-
ington [Mr. BoNkER] in expressing our
deepest sympathy on the death of
Julia Butler Hansen.

She was, as the gentleman said, one
of the most effective and respected
Members ever to serve in Congress
from the State of Washington, and all
Members who knew her and had the
honor to serve with her will mourn
her passing.

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Ari-
zona [Mr. KoLBE].

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Speaker, in his
State of the Union Address, President
Reagan accidentally sprained his
finger when he slammed a 40-pound
stack of paper onto the table beside
him. As physically painful as this must
have been for him, the President’s un-
usual visual aid—the continuing ap-
propriation resolution—and his vow
that he would not sign another CR,
was an even more painful embarrass-
ment to this body. The President ex-
hortations were greeted by cheers and
applause in this Chamber. As many
Members said at the time, there was a
great sense of release, a feeling that
the President would finally do what
Congress could not: Put an end to
“Government by CR” and restore dis-
cipline, integrity, and openness to the
legislative process.

Unfortunately, the good feeling
didn't last. Instead of working to
uphold the spirit of what the Presi-
dent said—of what we cheered—Con-
gress dwelled instead on the letter of
his statement; namely, that he
wouldn’t sign any more continuing res-
olutions. It didn’t take long to figure
out that Government by CR could
continue as long as we called it some-
thing else.

What does this have to do with H.R.
3, the omnibus trade and competitive-
ness bill? A great deal. H.R. 3 is Gov-
ernment by CR all over again. Tucked
beneath a veneer of some admittedly
worthly trade provisions and some
equally unworthly ones—such as the
Hollings “Super 301" language that,
by mandating retaliation against an
entire nation because of the trading
practices of single industry, is reminis-
cent of the vanquished Gephardt
amendment—are layers of special-in-
terest boondoggles that have nothing
whatsoever to do with trade and will
certainly not help boost the Nation's
competitiveness. The sheer length and
weight of H.R. 3 testifies to the nature
of the deed. Let’s not fool ourselves or
the American people: a CR by any
other name is still a CR.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

Some commentators in the media
have expressed surprise that HR. 3
bogged down over a provision that is
unrelated to trade policy, the provi-
sion requiring mandatory notification
of a layoff or plant closing. In fact, the
plant closings language is typical of
the nontrade related stuff of which
H.R. 3 is made. To make the rest of us
swallow this bitter medicine, trade bill
architects laced the final package with
various sweetners. A good example is
repeal of the windfall profits tax on
oil. Like many Members from the
Southwest, I am keenly aware of the
damage this tax has wrought on work-
ing men and women and their families.
Having some knowledge of their suf-
fering, I cannot believe the callousness
and irresponsibility of isolating wind-
fall profit tax repeal—which is, let me
stress again, clearly a nontrade issue—
and welding it to H.R. 3 in order to
ensure the passage of an otherwise un-
palatable package. Make no mistake:
This Congress is engaging in political
gamesmanship at the public’s expense.
I respectfully submit that the ransom
is not worth the price.

Even more outrageous is the bill
before us today, a resolution that sup-
posedly makes “technical corrections”
to H.R. 3 by deleting from the confer-
ence report the provision dealing with
the export limits on Alaskan crude oil.
Far from being a correction, this is a
blatant attempt to buy the votes of
two of our colleagues in the other
body who previously voted against
H.R. 3. The leadership’s thinking is
that if those two gentlemen will
change their votes, perhaps President
Reagan’'s threatened veto can be over-
ridden after all, even though both
Houses have already debated the con-
ference report thoroughly and voted
on it. To carry out the leadership’s
will, the Rules Committee has resort-
ed to parliamentary gymnastics, engi-
neering a “self-executing rule” that
will adopt the resolution upon the
rule’s adoption. These are tactics fit-
ting of a banana republic, not a great
democracy. The leadership’s message
is undeniable: not only must this
pseudo-CR pass, it must be enacted at
any cost.

Even if this scenerio comes to pass
and the ‘“technical correction” is in-
cluded in the conference report, it will
not change the essential character of
H.R. 3. The bill will still be a hodge-
podge, an expression of congressional
indecision on a wide range of unrelat-
ed issues bound up in a politically
streamlined package. If this sounds
like a CR to you, I urge you to join me
in defeating the rule. By so doing, we
can send a clear signal that business as
usual, no matter what it's called, is un-
acceptable.

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from Min-
nesota [Mr. FRENZEL].
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Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Speaker, this
resolution that is before us is another
example of the arrogance and the tyr-
anny of the majority group.

This bill was completed 2 weeks ago.
Under our rules, the fat lady has sung
on the trade bill, but because the
Speaker has told the enrolling process
to slow down to wait for this concur-
rent resolution, we are giving a one
special privileged group that is the
AFL-CIO and a few labor unions a
special peak, an extra chance for
amendment after the bill has been
passed in contravention of all the rules
and all the spirit of representative gov-
ernment.

There is no end to the process in the
way that you have presented it. You
are presenting us a futile, foolish and
unfair attempt to improve the trade
bill to avoid the suspension of the
Presidential veto. It is doomed to fail-
ure, because this resolution is not even
going to be accepted by the Senate. In
the unlikely event that it would be, it
would simply encourage more people
to support the Presidential veto, be-
cause nobody likes this kind of unfair
tactic.

We have been told, in addition, by
the majority group why we are out-
raged. We have been told we have no
reason to, and we are simply pouting
in the corner. We have had the resolu-
tion read to us. We have been told
that they want to accommodate the
President, that they have come half-
way.

Mr, Speaker, you have come the.
wrong half, and you have done it the
wrong way, and every one of us know
it, or you would not be indulging in
the sophistry that we have been ex-
posed to tonight.

What is wrong with the process? It is
not part of our rules and part of our
representative process. When it is
over, it is over. We do not give special
groups around here an extra look
except that we are doing so now.

But, remember, this is the Commit-
tee on Rules, this is the leadership,
this is the Speaker, this is the House
that declared last year there would be
2 days in one 24-hour period to serve
its willful intentions, never mind the
rules and never mind realistic process-
€es.

Recently the Philadelphia Inquirer
ran a little series about how we oper-
ate in the dark and by perverting our
rules and without letting our Members
know what we are doing. That has
stimulated a little complaint in my dis-
trict as to how we work.

Today’s process is going to be a per-
fect followup for that Philadelphia In-
quirer story. Here we are again wreck-
ing our own rules, telling the people
we passed a bill, jerking it back be-
cause we see the Presidential veto
going to be sustained. This is a perfect
example of arrogance and tyranny. It
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is being done illegally as the movers
know it.

My constituents have complained
about the process. They have com-
plained about the rules. They have
complained about 1,200-page bills not
being printed. They complain about us
being unwilling to follow our own
rules.

If there was a way for the Commit-
tee on Rules to waive the Constitu-
tion, it would do so and probably the
leader of the ship of the House would
urge the House to do it.

If the House can pass this fact-is-fic-
tion-and-fiction-is-fact resolution
which tells us that which we did 2
weeks ago we really did not do, then
this House can do anything.

Mr. Speaker, this is a day that will
shame the House’s tradition for years
in the future. I urge a vote against the
resolution to recoup a little bit of the
former reputation of the House that
used to speak for the people and used
to want to try to follow its own rules
once in a while.

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
the balance of my time to the gentle-
man from Alaska [Mr. Younc] to close
debate on this side. In the meantime, I
urge defeat of the rule.
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The SPEAKER. The gentleman
from Alaska [Mr. Youne] is recognized
for 42 minutes to close debate.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker,
I am going to speak to my colleagues
on this side of the aisle. We may be
upset. We have heard from our leaders
about the procedure. I cannot quarrel
with that.

But I can quarrel on the side of the
issue we are speaking to today, the
issue of restriction on Alaskan oil.

For a little history, that issue was
passed by this House in 1973. In 1983
we lived under those prohibitive
clauses. And for a little history I in-
formed the gentleman from Washing-
ton State and the gentleman from
Michigan not to have this in the trade
bill.

It passed this House overwhelmingly
and 1 was able to go to the conferees,
the gentleman from California [Mr.
LacoMarsiNo], and other members of
that committee of conference, and the
conferees were able to beat back parts
of that provision within the trade bill,
but not all of them.

What was left is unconstitutional. It
is wrong. It should have never been in
the trade bill to begin with.

But remember on this side of the
aisle, those of my colleagues who say
they may vote against this resolution
today because of the way it was
brought to the floor, they are already
on record supporting the export of
Alaskan oil. It is part of our trade bill.
It is part of the Republican platform.
It is necessary to have the right of
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free trade regardless of what resources
we are dealing with.

The amendment in the trade bill
made it unconstitutional because it
picked out one State. All this resolu-
tion does today is return it back to
where we were before the trade bill
passed this House.

The term was used of bribery or
seeking votes to override the Presi-
dent. I do not believe that will happen.
I have spoken to both of my Senators.

But I think it is important that this
House, if it recognizes it has made an
unconstitutional error, it should erase
that error when it is given the oppor-
tunity, and we have that opportunity
today, an opportunity to right a
wrong. We are not trying to embarrass
the President. We are not trying to
seek new votes. We are trying to clean
the slate of the House.

I agree with the gentleman from
Minnesota who was talking about the
massive number of pages, and I agree,
we did not read it, and I agree, it was a
poorly constructed bill in many areas.
But when we do recognize a mistake
we should rectify it as soon as possible,
because we have sworn to uphold the
law.

So I urge my colleagues today to re-
member the things that I have said
right now, that there is nothing new
here. We are going back to existing
law. It is right for us to have the op-
portunity as other States do to export
refined products. It is right that we
erase a mistake made.

So I urge my colleagues to support
this resolution. It is the correct way to
rectify a wrong.

I am urging my colleagues to sup-
port this for an injustice done to us in
the passage of the trade bill. Whether
the President vetoes the bill is another
question. I do not think it hangs on
this issue alone. But it is our job and
our responsibility today to vote for
this resolution.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, how
much time do I have remaining on my
side?

The SPEAKER. The gentleman
from Alaska [Mr. Younc] has yielded
back 1 minute.

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself that 1 minute.

Mr. Speaker, in conclusion I would
again like to urge that the House vote
down this resolution. I think it is a
turkey. Like a turkey is a turkey is a
turkey, and certainly this resolution is
a turkey.

I urge my colleagues to vote “no.”

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. BonNior] has 6
minutes remaining.

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself my remaining time.
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Mr. Speaker, I will just conclude
briefly by suggesting that what we
have here is an opportunity to provide
an equitable solution to a problem
that has arisen by definition of the
President himself. In his last two
major addresses on the trade bill he
said there was a problem with the pro-
vision we are addressing today, and he
also mentioned the concern that he
gad with the plant notification sec-

on.

We have spoken clearly in this
House and the other body has spoken
clearly on notification. The American
people overwhelmingly have spoken
about the fairness of notification.

We will come halfway today by pro-
viding the President with the opportu-
nity to deal with the question of Alas-
kan oil, and I urge my colleagues to
vote yes on this resolution, to get on
with this bill, and I urge the President
to respond to the American people and
pass and sign the trade bill so that we
can deal with this $171 billion trade
deficit that is strangling the American
worker and the American economy.

Mr. Speaker, I move the previous
gquestion on the resolution.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the resolution.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Speaker, I
demand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic
device, and there were—ayes 253, noes
159, not voting 19, as follows:

[Roll No. 103]
AYES—253

Ackerman Carper Erdreich
Akaka Chapman Espy
Alexander Chappell Evans
Andrews Clarke Fascell
Annungzio Clay Fazio
Anthony Clement Feighan
Armey Coelho Flake
Aspin Coleman (TX) Flippo
Atkins Collins Florio
Baker Combest Foley
Barnard Conyers Ford (MI)
Bartlett Cooper Ford (TN)

Courter Frank
Bates Coyne Frost
Beilenson Crockett Garcia
Bennett Darden Gejdenson
Bereuter Davis (MI) Gephardt
Berman de la Garza Gibbons
Bevill DeFazio Glickman
Bilbray DeLay Gonzalez
Boehlert Derrick Gordon
Boland DeWine Grant
Bonior Dicks Gray (IL)
Bonker Dingell Gray (PA)
Borskl Dixon Green
Bosco Dorgan (ND) Guarini
Boucher Dowdy Hall (OH)
Brennan Downey Hall (TX)
Brooks Durbin Hamilton
Brown (CA) Dwyer Harris
Brown (CO) Dymally Hatcher
Bruce Dyson Hayes (IL)
Bryant Early Hayes (LA)
Bustamante Eckart Hefner
Byron Edwards (CA) Hochbrueckner
Campbell Emerson Houghton
Cardin English Hoyer
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Hubbard Mineta
Huckaby Moakley
Hughes Montgomery
Hutto Moody
Jacobs Morella
Jenkins Morrison (CT)
Johnson (SD)  Morrison (WA)
Jones (TN) Mrazek
Jontz Murphy
Eaptur Nagle
Kastenmeier Natcher
K Neal
Kennelly Nichols
Kleczka Nielson
Kostmayer Nowak
LaFalce Oakar
Lagomarsino Oberstar
Lancaster Obey
Lantos Olin
Leach (IA) Ortiz
Leath (TX) Owens (NY)
Lehman (CA)  Owens (UT)
Lehman (FL) Oxley
Leland Patterson
Levin (MI) Pease
Lewls (GA) Pelosi
Lipinski Penny
Lloyd Pepper
Lowry (WA) Perkins
Luken, Thomas Pickett
Pickle
Markey Price
Marlenee Rangel
Martinez Regula
Matsul Richardson
Mavroules Rinaldo
Robinson
McCloskey Roe
McCrery
McCurdy
McDade Rowland (GA)
McEwen Roybal
McHugh Russo
McMillen (MD) Sabo
Mfume Savage
Miller (CA) Bawyer
Miller (OH) Schaefer
Miller (WA) Scheuer
NOES—159
Anderson Gilman
Applegate Gingrich
Archer Goodling
AuCoin Gradison
Badham Grandy
Ballenger Gregg
Bateman Gunderson
Bentley Hammerschmidt
Bilirakis Hansen
Bliley Hastert
Boges Hefley
Boxer Henry
Broomfield Herger
Buechner Hertel
Bunning Hiler
Burton Holloway
Callahan Hopkins
Carr Horton
Chandler Hunter
Cheney Hyde
Inhofe
Coats Ireland
Coble Jeffords
Col (MO) Joh 1(CT)
Conte Kanjorski
Coughlin Kasich
Craig Kildee
Crane Kolbe
Dannemeyer Kolter
Davis (IL) Konnyu
Dickinson Kyl
DioGuardi Latta
Donnelly t
Dornan (CA) Lewls (CA)
Dreier Lewis (FL)
Edwards (OK) Lightfoot
Fawell Livingston
Fields Lott
Lowery (CA)
Foglietta Lujan
Frenzel Lukens, Donald
Gallegly Lungren
Gallo Madigan
Gaydos Manton
Gekas Martin (IL)
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Schumer
Sharp

Martin (NY)
McCandless
McCollum
MeGrath
McMillan (NC)
Meyers
Michel
Molinari
Moorhead
Murtha
Myers
Nelson
Packard
Panetta

Snowe Tauzin Weldon
Solomon Taylor Whittaker
Spence Thomas (CA)  Wolf
Stangeland Upton Wortley
Stump Vander Jagt Wyden
Sundquist Vucanovich Wylie
Sweeney ‘Walgren Yatron
Swift ‘Walker Young (FL)
Tauke Weber
NOT VOTING—18
Biaggi Eemp Rodino
Boulter Levine (CA) Stokes
Daub Mack Udall
Dellums Mica Waxman
Duncan Mollohan Yates
Hawkins Pursell
Jones (NC) Ray
O 2000
The Clerk announced the following
pair:
On this vote:

Mr. Daub for, with Mr. Mack against.

Mr. SAXTON and Mr. FOGLIETTA
changed their votes from “aye” to
llno.l!

Messrs. SWINDALL, NIELSON of
Utah, DEWINE, and SCHEUER
changed their votes from “no” to
uaYe.u

So the resolution was agreed to.

The result of the vote was an-
nounced as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

The SPEAKER. Pursuant to House
Resolution 438, the House is consid-
ered to have adopted House Concur-
rent Resolution 293 consisting of the
text printed in section 2 of House Res-
olution 438.

0O 2005

WHO ARE THE COMMUNISTS IN
NICARAGUA?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. DORNAN]
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. DORNAN of California. Mr.
Speaker, today things get darker and
darker in that tiny, little, beleaguered
country of Nicaragua which is suffer-
ing so grievously under its Communist
warlords.

Now, Mr. Speaker, I know that even
though you are a Texan with proximi-
ty to Mexico and Central America, I
have to take you at your word that, in
spite of the overwhelming body of evi-
dence, you, sir, say that you still do
not have enough evidence to brand
Daniel Ortega as a Communist, even
though the Washington Post, even
though the New York Times, even
though the Los Angeles Times, and all
the major liberal papers of record,
even the networks with their liberal
production teams, they all concede
this man is a Marxist-Leninist. But
you, sir, want more evidence in spite of
your proximity to the Communist
colony that is being locked into Nica-
ragua.
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Mr. Speaker, I have before me an
interview that you gave to the Wash-
ington Times where you, with some ar-
ticulation, state how you feel that the
Ortega brothers are in a swing group,
that they are not hard-core Commu-
nists like Tomas Borge or Biyardo
Arce. You concede they are Commu-
nists, and then you say there are some
you think who are not Communists,
like the one who graduated from the
University of Kansas at Lawrence, KS,
the vice president, Sergio Ramirez,
and then you say that you do not
think Jamie Wheelock is a Commu-
nist, that you can speak to these two
men rationally with more ease than
the others either in the swing group in
the middle or the hard-core Commu-
nist group.

Mr. Speaker, the article that I am
referring to follows:

Q: And I'm suggesting that, maybe one of
your bad habits might be believing what
Soviet officials tell you. Robert Conquest,
who wrote the book about Stalin’s purges
(“The Great Terror"”) said that when canni-
bals learn to use utensils, this is not
progress. And this is what I see the Soviets
doing. Of course, their public relations are a
little better, a little smoother. But, so what?
This doesn't indicate, necessarily, any fun-
damental change.

I'll tell you what has changed: your atti-
tude toward communism. On “Meet the
Press” recently you said you didn't know if
Daniel Ortega is a Communist. You said you
hadn’'t asked him if he was because you
don’t know him that well. But why don't
you know if Mr. Ortega is a Communist? Is
this because you haven't done your home-
work? Or is this because you have and your
research is simply inconclusive?

A: The research, in my judgment, is incon-
clusive. I have read a great many things
written about him. I have listened to a great
many people who have known him, includ-
ing some who were U.S. observers assigned
to assist during the Somoza regime. So far
a;s I am concerned, the research is inconclu-
sive.

I see him, probably, as a person who has
matured and changed to a considerable
extent in the brief years I have observed
him. I first met Daniel Ortega and his
brother Humberto Ortega in 1979. I went
there at the request of President Carter and
in the company of Arturo Cruz and Al-
phonso Robelo.

1 went with a delegation from the Con-
gress and we asked some very pointed ques-
tions. I don't believe that Daniel Ortega, at
that time, had very much depth. He had
passion, but very little understanding. I
think there exists in Nicaragua a group of
hard-core Communists . . .

Q: But Daniel Ortega is not among them?

A: Let me say that I believe that Tomas
Borge and Bayardo Arce probably are com-
mitted Marxists. I think there are some on
the other end of the specturm, from their
point of view, not conservatives from our
point of view—but more moderate people
such as the vice president of their country
Sergio Ramirez and Jaime Wheelock, who
are easier for me to talk to. Then, in the
middle, I have the impression that there are
a swing group like Mr. Ortega. Admittedly,
there are some people in Nicaragua who
don’t . ..

Q: What does swing group mean?
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A: A group that is somewhat in between
the hard-core Marxist Communists who
want a military solution, on the one
hand . ..

Q: You don’t put [Daniel] Ortega in that
group?

A: I am inclined to think that he is be-
tween that group and the group that would
like to have a detente with the United
States.

Q: So [Ortegal is sort of a centrist or mod-
erate?

A: Not by our standards. I think he is
someone who, like a political leader often
does, is trying to ride both horses and per-
form the act of bridging the chasm. I do
this in my political group. Bob Michel [the
House Republican leader] does it in his.

Q: (laughing) I'm laughing because I don't
see you or Mr. Michel having much in
common with Mr, Ortega.

A: The only difference is that Bob Michel
is a Republican and I'm a Democrat and Mr.
Ortega is a Sandinista. Now whether a San-
dinista is, by definition, a communist, I'm
not sure. I believe a majority of the people
in Central America are ready for peace. I be-
lieve that there is a possibility that these
peace accords may work out and result in
greater democratization of Nicaraguan soci-
ety. I want to give that a chance. . . .

Give peace a chance. You said that what
they did was almost treason! [Note: In a
speech to the Downtown Rotary Club of
Fort Worth, on Oct. 27, 1967, Mr. Wright,
asserting that the Vietnam War was being
won, said this about those who waved Viet
Cong flags and stormed the Pentagon: “If
this is not ‘treason’, it is so close to it as to
be almost indistinguishable.”]

A: I'm sorry, Mr. Lofton. You didn't let me
complete the statements . . .

Q: I'm sorry. But I feel strongly about
those who said give peace a chance in Indo-
china, the people you and I were together
on, that were pro-communist and waved the
Viet Cong flag. . . .

A: I know you do. And I appreciate that. I
know. I realize that. Well. I regret very
deeply that I have to be on the floor in five
minutes., I regret even more deeply that I
have not been really given an opportunity, I
feel, to express to you, without argumenta-
tive interruptions, the way I, what I really
see in Central America.

I think there is a group in Nicaragua
which does not want the peace process to
work, just as I believe there is a group in
our administration that does not want the
peace process to work. It wants a military
vietory. . .. I think it [a military victory
over the Sandinistas], would provide grist
for the mills of those who hate our coun-
try . . . I think it would reap for us a gen-
eration of resentment and bitterness. And I
don’t want to see that happen to our coun-

try.

Q: I don't either.

A: I think there is a chance that they can
negotiate peace and democracy. And as long
as that chance exists, I want to help it
along.

Q: Mr. Speaker, I would remind you that
the only people who achieved a military vie-
tory were the Sandinistas. And they are not
going to give up at the bargaining table
what they achieved on the battlefield. I
don’'t understand why you think they will.
Communists have never done that, have
they? Where has a communist ever given
up, at the conference table, what he
achieved on the battlefield?

A: Well, we've run out of time.

Q: OK. Thank you, sir.
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Now, Mr. Speaker, I asked you once
in the hall out there, and I asked you
once in the hall over here, and I asked
you once in the center corridor,
“Would you please meet with the cou-
rageous defector, Maj. Roger Miran-
da,” and you said you would, but you
never did.

When I asked Miranda in room 2318
a few weeks back if Sergio Ramirez
was a Communist, the vice president,
he said, “No, he is not”; he told this to
18 Congressmen.

You were there, FRENCH SLAUGHTER
of Virginia; remember? He said he is
not a Communist, so you are right, Mr.
Speaker. The vice president, Universi-
ty of Kansas graduate, Sergio Rami-
rez, is not a Communist.

But the next person I asked by coin-
cidence, not knowing you had ever
given this interview, was Jaime Whee-
lock, the minister of agriculture, and
he said, “Oh, absolutely hard-core
Communist."”

And then I asked rather gently,
“Well, how do you know this? Were
you a Communist?”’

And he looked at me like I had not
read the briefing papers, which I had,
and he said, “Well, of course, I was a
Communist, thoroughly, totally a
Communist since my days in school
and in Chile,” and that is where he
took a degree and then went up to
Mexico to the autonomous Appopria
University in Mexico City and got a
degree in economics.

He said he was a hard-core Commu-
nist. He did not tell us then, Mr.
FRreNcH, that he had been shot in a
raid in Chile by Pinochet’s troops, and
that he had a false hip and that after
his divorce and his remarriage with his
wife that he got out of Nicaragua, that
it was during this period of recovering
from the gunshot wound that shat-
tered his hip that he became an even
more dedicated and angry young Com-
munist.

Then I asked him, “How many of
the commandantes were Commu-
nists?” I said, “How many of the
nine,” and you recall, Mr. SLAUGHTER, I
said, “Six? Seven?”

He goes, “All nine.”

I said, “How about the deputy for-
eign minister?” He is Viector Hugo
Tinoco who would not speak English
to Mr. BurTtoN and myself when we
were down there in September but
whom I see speaking English every
night on the television now that the
Sapoa negotiations have moved to
Nicaragua.

He got a particular look on his face
of disgust and he said, ‘“Hard-core
Communist, Victor Hugo Tinoco.”

Mr. BurToN, do you remember what
happened at the end of the meeting?
Remember I was calling him “Vie,”
and I said, “Come on, Viec, level with
Mr. BurTtoN and with me. What's the
story? You know, what is the main
motivation?”
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And finally, the gentleman from In-
diana [Mr. BurTOoN] asked the dyna-
mite question that our Speaker cannot
grasp. He said, “Are you a Commu-
nist?”

Do you remember his answer?

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. If the gen-
tleman will yield, yes, I do.

Mr. DORNAN of California. He said,
“I studied to be a priest, and I don’t
know now whether I'm a Catholic or a
Communist, All I know is I'm a Sandi-
nista.”

And we both said, “Get off it, Vie.”

LET'S VOTE ON THE FAMILY
AND MEDICAL LEAVE BILL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Rhode Island [Mr. St
GERMAIN] is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. ST GERMAIN. Mr. Speaker, times have
changed in the 28 years | have served in the
House. The traditional American family with
one male wage earner rapidly is being re-
placed by two-earner couples and single
working parents. In 1950 only 12 percent of
women with young children were in the work
force; today that proportion has increased to
54 percent. By the year 1995, fully two-thirds
of women with small children will be working.
These changing labor patterns are reshaping
not just the workplace but American family life
as well. We need to recognize and adapt to
these new realities in a way that strengthens
both the rights of employees and the fabric of
American family life.

In the House we often talk about the impor-
tance of family life and the many factors that
threaten to tear families apart. | am pleased
that the House approved legislation to ban
dial-a-porn  services, encourage adoptions,
and fight child abuse. But we need to do
more. We need to redouble our efforts in the
war against drugs and to approve expanded
child care services. And we need to enact leg-
islation that guarantees parental leave bene-
fits for American workers. We need to end the
national disgrace of being the only industrial-
ized country in the world without a national
parental leave policy.

Approving H.R. 925, the Family and Medical
Leave Act, will give American workers and
American families the job protected parental
leave benefits that are becoming critical to a
healthy society. Employees who know that
their employers will support them through
family emergencies will be better workers.
Parents who know they can take the time
necessary to care for their children will build
better, stronger families.

H.R. 925 is a reasonable compromise bill
that requires employers of 50 or more to guar-
antee up to 10 weeks of family leave for work-
ers to care for a newborn or seriously ill child.
The bill does not grant frivolous, paid benefit
rights that workers will abuse; this legislation
merely guarantees that employees will have a
job to come back to after the necessity of
taking maternity leave or time to care for criti-
cally ill children. After all, workers shouldn't
have to choose between caring for their chil-
dren or losing their jobs.
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Although fathers increasingly are taking on
the responsibility of caring for children, the
major burden of child care still falls on the
mother. Most likely, in two-earner families it is
the mother who will be forced to sacrifice her
job and her income for the children. This year,
let's give mothers and their families a really
valuable Mother's Day gift. Let's give them the
right to job protected parental leave benefits
by voting this week for the Family and Medical
Leave Act.

THE CONTRAS ARE DYING ON
THE VINE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Indiana [Mr. BurToN] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr.
Speaker, I think it is interesting that
Mr. Miranda made these revelations
very clear to most of us in Congress
that talked with him, and yet the
Speaker does not know whether or not
the leaders of the Sandinista move-
ment are Communists, There is no
question in most of our minds that
they are Communists, and the thing
that bothers me the most is today we
had a briefing from the directorate of
the Contras, and they literally are
dying on the vine down there right
now.

Mr. Speaker, many people in this
country feel that everything is well
during the cease-fire talks going on
down there, that they are living off
the fat of the land and that there is no
problem.

The fact of the matter is they are
starving, many of them. The food sup-
plies, the humanitarian aid that this
body agreed to give to them, to send to
them, is not getting into the country.
The Communists continue to negoti-
ate, negotiate, negotiate knowing full
well that until a cease-fire is agreed
upon and both sides agree that there
will be no third party that can bring
the food in because the agreement
states very clearly that the Sandinis-
tas, the Communists and the Contras
have to agree on that third party to
bring the humanitarian aid in. As long
as they drag this out, they can keep
the food supplies and the humanitari-
an aid from getting to the Contras,
and the Contras are literally dying on
the vine, and they are sending people
in there as emissaries to the Contras
telling them they ought to lay down
their arms and become part of the
Communist society down there. They
do not call it the Communist society,
but to lay down their arms.

Mr. Speaker, they are even promis-
ing that they will allow them to take
helicopter rides back to visit their
families if they will lay down their
arms——

Mr. DORNAN of California. Soviet
helicopter rides.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Soviet hel-
icopters, of course, and the morale is
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not that good, and I think we are all
very concerned who went to that
meeting today that the Contras may
be on their last legs, and, as the Con-
tras die, if we allow that to happen,
which will be a tragedy, the very real
possibility exists that they will fulfill
their promises to spread that revolu-
tion into El Salvador, Guatemala and
Honduras.

Now I have a boy 13 years old; and I
said this time and again on this floor,
Danny Lee Burton II, and the last
thing I want him to have to do is go
fight and possibly die in an unneces-
sary war. The fact of the matter is
though that that is a very real possi-
bility if we allow the Contras to die on
the vine as they are doing at this very
moment.

Mr. EDWARDS of Oklahoma. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr.
Speaker, I yield to the gentleman from
Oklahoma [Mr. EDWARDS].

Mr. EDWARDS of Oklahoma. First
of all, I totally associate myself with
the gentleman's words. I might say it
is not only the Contras and their
movement which is in danger of dying,
but democracy itself in Central Amer-
ica. And I am inclined to wonder how
much is it going to take to wake up
the majority in the House to what
really is happening in Nicaragua,

Mr. Speaker, not only have we ob-
served, as La Prensa has been closed
down and opened again, closed down
and opened again; now three inde-
pendent radio stations closed down.
Today the Ministry of Justice was
closed and turned over to Tomas
Borge and the Ministry of the Interi-
or, the state police. All these things
continue to happen, and today labor
leaders are arrested and thrown in jail.
Members of the Democratic Opposi-
tion in Nicaragua are arrested and
thrown in jail.

And you just wonder. You have to
wonder, looking at the Speaker and
the majority in this body, what does it
take? What does it take to realize that
we are killing democracy in Central
America?

Mr. DORNAN of California. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield for a
fact about the radio station?

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr.
Speaker, I gladly yield to my colleague
from California.

O 2015

Mr. DORNAN of California. Yester-
day 15 labor leaders were arrested.
One died in prison on April 30 that
was arrested last week. Thirty-five
were arrested today as they closed
down these radio stations and accused
them of sowing discord and spreading
insidious lies that were demoralizing.
This is all Communist pattern and gar-
bage that we hear all the time. This is
going on right now.
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The arrogance of the Ortegas is
based upon what we do in this Con-
gress to delay the liberation of the
prisoners.

I ask this question: What day in this
year or next for those prisoners in
those concentration camps down there
become JiM WRIGHT'S prisoners, not
just the Ortegas’ prisoners?

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. That is a
very valid point. I know we are run-
ning out of time. We have only 5 min-
utes, but let me just lay this out
before the body very clearly.

The stakes are much higher than
anyone realizes. The Contras are
dying on the vine at this moment as
we speak. If we do not do something to
help them right now, freedom is dead
in Nicaragua. The Communist revolu-
tion will expand throughout Central
America and our kids are going to be
down there fighting, and it is unneces-
sary.

Mr. DORNAN of California. Quickly
a fact. The gentleman knows that I am
at least a loyal Catholic, if not a saint-
ly person. I try. I go to church every
Sunday.

There are a lot of nuns and priests
out there saying, “You are wrong.”
And guess what? When Cardinal
Obando y Bravo begins with a prayer,
none of the Sandinistas bless them-
selves, only the Contra-resistance
})eople do. That tells this Catholic a
ot.

AMERICAN EAGLE GOLD COIN
SALES REMAIN ALARMINGLY
LOW

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Illinois [Mr. ANNUNzIO] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. ANNUNZIO. Mr. Speaker, sales figures
for April for the American Eagle gold bullion
coin continue this program’s disturbing trend. |
have criticized the mint's use of an illegal
cartel of distributors, rather than selling the
coins to all comers as the law requires. It ap-
pears that not only are the distributors an ille-
gal cartel, but are not fulfilling the mint's pur-
pose in selling the coins. Nevertheless, the
mint continues to go on with business as
usual.

In April, the cartel of authorized distributors
purchased only 30,000 ounces of the gold bul-
lion coins from the U.S. Mint. This amount is
the second lowest monthly total in the 19-
month history of the program. As a monthly
total it exceeds only the 10,000 ounces pur-
chased in March 1988. In fact, the combined
March and April sales are lower than the pre-
vious single month low.

Gold American Eagle sales in April were 80
percent lower than sales in the same month a
year ago. April marked the seventh consecu-
tive month in which American Eagle gold coin
sales were less than in the same month a
year earlier.

Sales for the first 4 months of 1988 are
one-third the level of sales for the first 4
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months of 1987. It is clear that the mint's dis-
tribution cartel has failed to sustain a market
for these coins. Nevertheless, the mint has
taken no steps to bring in new distributors to
do the job.

There are new distributors who are anxious
to sell the American Eagle gold coins. The
mint, for inexplicable reasons, turns a cold
shoulder toward these potential new players.
Let me provide an example.

| was recently contacted by a large financial
institution in the Midwest. Last year, this insti-
tution established a precious metals depart-
ment and developed a marketing plan. The
mint’s only U.S. gold coin distributors are lo-
cated on either coast. This Midwest institution
was anxious to fill the need it saw to distribute
the gold bullion coins in the Midwest. When it
approached the mint, it was discouraged from
filing an application to become a distributor.
Because the institution had only recently en-
tered the precious metals business, the mint
was prepared to reject its application. The
mint was unwilling to give any consideration to
the fact that the head of the division had been
active in the precious coins and metals busi-
ness for 18 years or that the institution was
extremely well capitalized.

Mr. Speaker, when a team is not doing well,
the management has an obligation to bring in
new players. Often a team will bring in a
young player and release an older player who
is not producing. This is a lesson that the mint
should apply to its gold coin distribution cartel.
It is apparent that many of the current mem-
bers of the cartel are complacent and not
doing their job in marketing gold bullion coins.
Since the mint is unwilling to scrap the illegal
distribution method, the least it can do is
shake it up.

Let some of the nonproducers go and bring
in some new enthusiastic distributors. This is
the very least that the shareholders of the
U.S. Mint team, the American taxpayers, de-
serve.

CLARK UNIVERSITY CENTENNI-
AL MEDAL PRESENTATION TO
THE HONORABLE JOSEPH D.
EARLY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
BoLranp] is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Speaker, Clark
University in Worcester, MA, recently
celebrated the commencement of its
second century since the founding of
that renowned institution. At that
ceremony, our colleague, Congressman
JoseEpH D. EARLY, was awarded the uni-
versity’s Centennial Award.

In receiving this award, JoE took his
place among an elite few whose contri-
butions to the prosperity of the uni-
versity have distinguished themselves
above all others. The formal citation
reads appropriately: ‘“Presented in
grateful appreciation for continued
support and leadership in higher edu-
cation.”

Clark University is very fortunate to
be represented in Congress by an edu-
cation advocate such as JoE EARLY.
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The president of Clark University,
Richard P. Traina, who presented JoE
with the Centennial Medal, noted
JoE’s deep and abiding interest in edu-
cation. He said, in part:

Joe, as you well know, has been in politi-
cal office for many years. * * * He has
stressed during those years the need for ex-
cellence in research and the need for a fine
education for our youth, since that deter-
mines the quality of the future of our
nation. His insistence upon the importance
of creating new knowledge—and upon the
importance of finding ways to bring local,
regional and national efforts together to
produce that new knowledge—has been im-
portant to the welfare of research and of re-
search universities beyond Clark University
and, in particular, through the National In-
stitutes of Health.

He has—I hope—in another, metaphorical
sense shared something along with Clark.
We have attempted to serve our local com-
munity and to serve the larger world. Cer-
tainly that has been true of our Congress-
man who has done that with responsibility
and vision.

Mr. Speaker, I can only add to that
commentary by saying that in my
years in the Congress of the United
States, I cannot think of anyone who
has fought harder and more diligently
for education than JoeE EARLY. The
burgeoning higher education commu-
nity in Worcester today is certainly a
testament to the success of his efforts.

It gives me great pleasure to call to
my colleagues’ attention Clark Univer-
sity’s recognition of his accomplish-
ments, and I include a selection of his
remarks from that ceremony in the
RECORD:

AcceEPTANCE REMARKS BY U.S. REP. JosePH D.
EARLY, SixTH RECIPIENT OF THE CLARK
UNIVERSITY CENTENNIAL MEDAL, CLARK
UNIVERSITY, APRIL 15, 1988

President Richard Traina, head table
guests, friends of Clark University, I want
each of you to know that I am deeply hon-
ored to join Alice Higgins, Jacob Hiatt and
Francis Harrington as a recipient of the
Clark University Centennial Award. It is
often said that we are known by the compa-
ny which we keep. I certainly hope so. The
importance of this award is attested to by
the quality of the previous recipients.

I have had the privilege of serving in
public office for almost thirty years, first as
a Massachusetts State Representative and
now as a member of Congress. I have had
the opportunity to see, first hand, the type
of citizen, contributor and neighbor which
Clark University has been in this city. This
great university is one of several which are
located in this city. Clark is the only one of
the colleges which, in the fullest sense, has
its only campus located within the confines
of what could be described as a city neigh-
borhood. Clark University, in addition to
providing outstanding education to thou-
sands of students, is a key factor in the
vigor of the Main South neighborhood. As
with any neighbors there is occasionally
some small friction or disagreement. It is
difficult, however, to imagine what this part
of the city of Worcester would be like if
there were no Clark University. I suspect
that the Main South area would be much
worse off for not having Clark University
among its major citizens.
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We live in a society based upon free enter-
prise, The economy is driven by the forces
of the marketplace and the enlightened self
interest of our individual citizens. That
system serves us very well. We must, howey-
er, temper a set of values guided largely by
financial self interest by other values, Fi-
nancial self interest can be paraphrased to
be the answer to the question: “What can I
get out of it?”" when it comes to a specific ac-
tivity. While that guideline may be most
helpful in telling McDonald’s where to
locate the next hamburger stand it is not a
good benchmark in deciding how education-
al and public institutions should conduct
themselves. Clark University is guided not
by the question “What can I get out of it?”,
but rather by “What can we put in?”

In closing let me comment briefly on the
ever increasing importance of higher edua-
tion in our nation. This nation, this society
and this world are becoming more complex
and more exciting each and every day.
Whether it is in the fields of business, medi-
cine, literature, government or research,
today is a day in which excellence and intel-
lect are to be valued more than ever before
in history. Tomorrow will be a day when ex-
cellence and intellect will be still more im-
portant than today. The single mechanism
by which we best allow individuals to realize
their full potential is education. It is by edu-
cation that we turn a twelve year old Little
League ball player into a neurosurgeon by
the time he or she is thirty, It is by educa-
tion that we allow another twelve year old
to realize his or her potential and become a
Nobel Laureate in literature or science or
some other field. It is by education that we
teach another young person the lessons of
history which, if we do not remember, we
are destined to relearn by making the same
mistakes again or that allow him or her to
become a government leader. Education is
the single process which best advances our
society and world towards a better future.
Education should also teach us that it is
more important to put in than to take out.

LEGAL SERVICES CORPORATION
AUTHORIZATION ACT OF 1988

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. KASTEN-
MEIER] is recognized for 5 mintues.

Mr. KASTENMEIER. Mr. Speaker, | am
pleased today to introduce the Legal Services
Corporation Authorization Act of 1988. This
bill will reauthorize the Legal Services Corpo-
ration for a period of 1 year and a funding
level of $335,150,000.

The maintenance of an effective Legal
Services Program is essential to the integrity
of this country’s system of legal representa-
tion. Without such a program, we perpetuate a
system that, with skyrocketing legal fees and
court costs, effectively precludes a substantial
portion of our population from obtaining legal
representation. Such a result is abhorrent to
our notions of justice and fair play.

This year, for the first time, this President in-
cluded a provision for legal services in his pro-
posed 1989 budget. While the President's rec-
ognition of the Legal Services Program is en-
couraging to the proponents and beneficiaries
of the program, the $250,000,000 funding
level that he has requested is wholly inad-
equate to meet the legal needs of the poor.
Indeed, it has been suggested that even a



May 4, 1988

funding level of $400,000,000 would be insuf-
ficient to give the poor the same access to
legal services in 1989 that they had in 1981.

The amount that | have included in the legal
services authorization bill simply takes the
fiscal year 1987 appropriation and adjusts it
for inflation to reach a funding level of
$335,150,000. It is my intent that this figure
will represent a compromise between the con-
straints that we are facing in the Federal
budget and the need to sustain a vibrant and
effective Legal Services Program.

TO PROVIDE REIMBURSEMENT
TO PHYSICIANS AND FACILI-
TIES THAT PROVIDE EMER-
GENCY HEALTH CARE TO UN-
DOCUMENTED ALIEN PA-
TIENTS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. CoLEMAN] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. COLEMAN of Texas. Mr. Speaker, | rise
today to introduce legislation that would pro-
vide reimbursement to health care facilities
and physicians that provide emergency medi-
cal care to undocumented workers.

As we all know, there have been many bills
introduced this congressional session that in
one way or another attempt to improve our
health care delivery system. But while it may
be too massive a system to try to improve as
a whole, my bill concentrates on a particularly
pervasive problem of our health care delivery
system for us to attempt to improve.

For those of us who represent the border
area, we know the nature and scope of the
problem in the region. We have medical facili-
ties that are overburdened, hospital emergen-
cy rooms that are closed more often than they
are open because they are filled to capacity,
and we have local hospital districts that must
absorb enormous losses every year due to un-
compensated care. These losses are ultimate-
ly passed to local citizens either through
higher taxes or reduced services provided by
the hospitals. And while most hospitals have
some amount of uncompensated care every
year, they do not experience this problem of
the same nature or degree that hospitals
along the border there. You see, Mr. Speaker,
hospitals along the border due to their proxim-
ity to Mexico have higher amounts of uncom-
pensated care because of undocumented
workers who are often injured or become ill in
the United States and must secure medical
treatment for which they cannot pay.

Also as we all know, most undocumented
workers are employed in occupations where
they are more susceptible to disease and
injury and by employers who do not offer
medical insurance. When they require medical
treatment, it is often emergency care that is
required, which is the most expensive type of
treatment that can be secured. There is no
doubt but that these individuals must be pro-
vided services at the time they walk into a
hospital emergency room, but the Federal
Government should bear this responsibility. At
the local level, we should not allow this pat-
tern of uncompensated care to continue. In
fact, we cannot afford to let it continue.
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My bill provides for 100 percent reimburse-
ment to the health care facility and to the at-
tending physician that provides care to the in-
digent, undocumented aliens patient in an
emergency situation and charges a reasona-
ble fee. My premise for this bill is that the fail-
ure of our country’s immigration laws are the
direct cause of this large uncompensated care
amounts, and as such, the Federal Govern-
ment must assume responsibility for this. | do
not believe that my bill will solve the myriad of
problems facing the health care delivery
system, but it will address a pressing issue
that if resolved will either reduce the enor-
mous tax burden on local citizens or relieve
these funds so that they are available for
other services.

Mr. Speaker, | introduced this same bill last
session, and was disappointed that the sub-
committees to which it was referred did not
take any action on it. | understand that the
health agenda of the House is very full this
session, but | respectfully request that as Fed-
eral representatives, we pay appropriate atten-
tion to this problem because it is not a prob-
lem that is going to go away and it is not a
problem that is diminishing.

It is incredibly ironic that this Nation spends
about 12 percent of its gross national product
securing health care, a larger percentage than
any other industrialized nation, and that yet
there are so many people who get inadequate
or no medical treatment, that our country has
no comprehensive universal health insurance
coverage and that we have no comprehensive
long-term care system. The members of this
honorable body are at this time grappling with
these issues. It is imperative, however, that
we also try to relieve our States and localities
of this great burden we have placed upon
them.

The needs of the people in this region must
be brought to the forefront. | am hopeful that
this bill will receive more congressional action
than it did during last session, that we will
begin to seriously consider this problem, and |
urge my colleagues to support this measure.

TRIBUTE TO THE LATE JACK
ANDERSON OF MAYFIELD, KY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Kentucky [Mr. HUBBARD]
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. HUBBARD. Mr. Speaker, one of
my hometown leaders, Jack Anderson,
died on March 1 at age 65 at his home
in Mayfield, KY.

Jack Anderson, whom I liked and ad-
mired, was a very talented and respect-
ed journalist for the Mayfield Messen-
ger and the Paducah Sun which was
the Sun-Democrat when Jack joined
that newspaper in 1964.

The best tribute to the late Jack An-
derson was an editorial in the Paducah
Sun on March 2 written by Don
Pepper, editorial page editor of the
Paducah newspaper.

The editorial is as follows:

JACK ANDERSON

Since the shocking news reached us—or
rather, struck us—yesterday morning, we've
been trying to think whether we ever heard
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Jack Anderson say an unkind word about
anybody. We don't think we did.

Oh, he'd sometimes express a genial won-
derment at the folly of some people he en-
countered in a career in newspapering and
politicking. He could get exasperated with
folks who were so foolish as to be Republi-
cans, or who were pompous or pretentious.
But such exasperation never took the form
of meanness. He'd shake his head, crack a
joke and move on.

No member of this newspaper’s staff was
better liked or more respected than Jack
Anderson. He came to visit us for the last
time just last week, a little tottery from the
effects of a stroke, but shrugging it off,
jovial and bantering as always with his
friends here.

And everyone here was his friend. He
liked everybody. He was the center of what-
ever room he was in,

‘When Jack came to work at the Sun-Dem-
ocrat, as we were then, he brought a rich
background of small-city newpapering to
our newsroom. He had worked at the May-
field Messenger, learning the craft under
his father, Jess, who was editor of that
newspaper and who survives,

He could do everything there was to do in
the newsroom—report, interview, write, edit,
compose headlines, manage a desk. Every-
thing was done with a casual skill earned in
doing such things from his boyhood.

We marveled at the extent of his knowl-
edge, especially about thoroughbred racing.
You couldn't stump him with a question
about the Kentucky Derby. He managed to
attend most Derbies over a period of three
decades.

He had a fund of stories about baseball,
especially of the days when towns of west-
ern Kentucky and Tennessee had entries in
the old Kitty League. He savored the eccen-
tricities and exploits of the athletes who
represented Mayfield, Paducah, Fulton and
the other cities of our area.

You could seldom engage Jack in conver-
sation for long about serious matters of life.
Such things seemed to embarrass him. But
if anybody among his colleagues or their
families had to go to a hospital, he would be
among the first visitors and among the first
to send flowers.

And now Jack himself is gone, and every-
one in this business in our area has lost a
friend whose place nobody can fill. What we
do have left is a memory of a kind, gener-
ous, large-spirited man who warmed the
lives of all of us.

We extend to his fine family our sympa-
thy in their great loss.

My wife Carol and I extend to Jack
Anderson’s wife Linda Anderson, his
son and daughter-in-law Steve and
Jeanne Anderson of Frankfort, KY,
his parents Mr. and Mrs. Jess Ander-
son of Mayfield, and his sister Martha
Anderson of Mayfield, our sympathy
and good wishes.

TRIBUTE TO HON. JAMES J.
HOWARD

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Arizona [Mr. UpaLL] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Speaker, last week our col-
leagues mourned the death of Melvin Price, a
man who dedicated 44 years of his life to the
House. Last month we lost another colleague,
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James J. Howard. These two men will be
missed. Jim Howard was a good friend of
mine, for 23 years we served and laughed and
worked together. Jim's family, his wife Mar-
lene, and his three daughters, Marie, Kathy,
and Lenore, are grieving and they know that
every Member of the House shares their grief.
However, their sorrow must have been com-
pounded when the the Washington Post ran
an obituary on March 26 that read more like
an editorial. Intimations were spread through-
out the piece and reflected views more suited
for the editorial page. | have always adhered
to a rule which Herb Block once cited to me,
“When God places his hands on a man, | take
mine off.”” | think the Post could learn from
their award winning editorial cartoonist.

Two individuals, who had worked with Jim,
wrote an open letter to the Post to express
their ire over the obituary. The authors, Joan
Claybrook and Chuck Hurley, mentioned the
legislative battles Jim fought during his long
career in the House, and how his legislative
agenda centered around public safety more
than any other concern. The Post did Jim
Howard, his family, and friends a serious injus-
tice by ignoring Jim's strong attributes and un-
necessarily highlighting petty allegations. Mr.
Speaker, | include the letter in the CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD:

[From the Washington Post, Apr. 12, 1988]

James HowARrD aND His FIGHTS FOR PUBLIC
SAFETY

(By Joan Claybrook and Chuck Hurley)

The Post, in its March 26 obituary for
Rep. James Howard, did not do justice to a
man who fought some of the toughest bat-
tles on Capitol Hill and modestly sought
little public recognition for his achieve-
ments.

A former schoolteacher who was first
elected to Congress in 1964, Jim Howard
became the chairman of the powerful House
Public Works and Transportation Commit-
tee the year Ronald Reagan became presi-
dent. He led the battle to expand Superfund
enforcement of toxic-waste cleanup, to
strengthen clean-water laws and to empow-
er citizens with the right to know about
dangerous chemicals in their communities.

Although he was from a Republican dis-
trict in New Jersey, Democrat Howard
didn't shrink from confronting powerful in-
dustries when their activities threatened
public health and safety. And although he
was a loyal Democrat, he took on Democrat-
ic colleagues when necessary—such as the
pugnacious commerce committee chairman,
Rep. John Dingell—because he was unafraid
to serve as the voice of the average citizen
in America.

Howard was the leader in the fight for the
55 mph speed limit, the single most effective
highway safety law in our nation's history.
Since 1974 it has saved 50,000 lives and pre-
vented many more disabling injuries.

When Congress last year voted to allow 65
mph speeds on rural interstates, Howard ex-
pressed disdain for colleagues who justified
their votes by calculating the lives saved
with new safety-belt and drunk-driving laws
and then balancing them against those that
would be lost because of higher speeds. “As
long as we're 300 lives to the good, we're
okay” is what some told Howard. He was
contemptuous of these mathematics of con-
venience, which are totally irrelevant to the
family of a child crippled or a father killed
in a highspeed crash.
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And when the first figures showing sharp
increases in fatal high-speed crashes were
described by federal officials and propo-
nents of 66 mph as “too preliminary” and
“inconclusive,” Howard put that in perspec-
tive too. “If I was waiting for the returns on
election night and I was 20 percent behind
my opponent, you might say the numbers
a{ie inconclusive . . . but they sure are indic-
ative.”

Howard was inspired by President John F,
Kennedy to switch from public service in
the school system to serving the public in
elective office. He practiced a person-to-
person style of politics, always accessible
and willing to listen and, as a teacher, able
to translate legislative gobbledygook into
the everyday language of his constituents.

Howard was also & hard-nosed horse-
trader on Capitol Hill, using the spending
power of his public works committee to en-
courage bipartisan support for his legisla-
tive programs. He successfully led the fights
for the law on a national, uniform drinking
age of 21, for increased federal aid for truck
safety, for assistance to states in a nation-
wide crackdown on drunk drivers and for
greater funding of state child-passenger
safety programs.

The Post’s obituary emphasized that
Howard was given significant campaign con-
tributions from business and was enter-
tained on others’ expense accounts. This,
unfortunately, is permissible under our ex-
isting laws, and committee chairs are the
biggest recipents of these business funds.
But what The Post did not peint out is that
Howard usually voted for legislation against
the parochial interests of many of his con-
tributors.

For example, during the Reagan years he
voted for stronger pesticide, clean-air and
clean-water laws; for stronger mine safety
and health regulations; to retain and en-
large the power of the Consumer Product
Safety Commission to regulate consumer
products; for the elimination of billions of
dollars of corporate tax loopholes; against
the elimination of the Legal Services Corp.;
for the Federal Trade Commission used-car
defect disclosure bill; for oversight of doc-
tors, lawyers and other professionals, for
canceling the synthetic fuels demonstration
project; for reducing the dairy subsidy; and
for deleting funds for the Clinch River
Breeder Reactor,

But of all his achievements, Howard was
probably proudest of having earned the ap-
pellation “Mr. Highway Safety.” He recent-
ly told the Lifesavers Conference in Boston
that though “some might think I'm corny,
when I drive through my district at night
and see the houses lit up and families inside,
I wonder how many of them might not be
here without 55 mph.” We mourn that the
light in the window has gone out on a politi-
cian who didn't forget to use his exalted po-
sition to nurture the public interest.

(Joan Claybrook is president of Public Cit-
izen, and Chuck Hurley is vice president for
public policy at the National Safety Coun-
cil.)

MORE ON THE TRADE DEFICIT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House, the gen-
tlewoman from Maryland [Mrs. BENT-
LEY] is recognized for 60 minutes.

Mrs. BENTLEY. Mr. Speaker,
through countless hours of speeches—
both on this floor and before the
public—I have warned of the growing
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dependence of this country on foreign
suppliers for strategic component
parts to our defense base.

Through my experiences during the
Vietnam war at the Federal Maritime
Commission, I learned that even the
best of allies sometimes do not support
the policy of the United States and
can almost cripple our efforts if they
refuse to ship our supplies.

Twenty-five years later, it seems
that our dependence upon foreign sup-
plies and money has become so great
that U.S. trade policy is being dictated
by that dependence.

The Congress of the United States
cannot write a trade bill without being
threatened by the producers of a for-
eign government that were we to ban
their products, many of our own pro-
duction lines will be shut down.

One foreign national company—To-
shiba—whose subsidiary—Toshiba Ma-
chine—was found guilty of selling stra-
tegic machines to the Soviets—now
supplies approximately 50 percent of
the memory chips needed by the
United States.

But, that is not all that we depend
upon from the Toshiba Corp. The
Washington Post in a May 1 article
last Sunday by Robert A Rosenblatt of
the Los Angeles Times reports,

Toshiba America, the company's U.S. sub-
sidiary, employs 6,000 Americans who make
lap-top computers in Irvine, CA., television
sets and microwave ovens in Tennessee, tele-
vision tubes in New York, copying maching
parts in South Dakota and engineering con-
trols in Oklahoma. But, beyond that, thou-
sands of other Americans are employed by
companies that use key Toshiba compo-
nents or sell Toshiba imports under their
own labels.

Farther on in the article Rosenblatt
quotes a lobbyist for one of the firms
dependent upon component parts as
saying,

Members of Congress and their staffs
“didn’t fully believe how important a player
in the marketplace Toshiba is,” * * * “and
they didn’t want to hear that U.S. compa-
nies could be heavily dependent on Japa-
nese technology.”

Believe it. Hear it now. Not only is
the Toshiba-dependence dictating U.S.
policy, but according to a story from
the San Francisco Examiner on March
13, 1988, written by Paul Freiberger,
suggests that Toshiba is a major
player in the recent memory chip
shortage and the consequent inflation
in the price of computer chips.

The story states that Japan accounts
for more than 90 percent of the
DRAM chip market. Industry sources
have told me that Toshiba accounts
for 50 percent of that amount.

In order to understand what is going
on here, if you recall, Mr. Speaker, the
Japanese were found to be guilty of
dumping memory chips at below
market value several years ago. Quot-
ing from the Examiner article:
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Moreover the Japanese were dumping in
third countries like Taiwan, further damag-
ing U.S. chip manufacturers.

The glut of Japanese chips sent the U.S.
chip industry into a tailspin. Japanese firms
meanwhile, benefitted from government
subsidies and a financial picture that places
little importance on shortterm profit.

Continuing the quote:

The trade agreement established “fair
market value” prices for semiconductors, in-
cluding such essential memory chips as 256
kilobit and 1 megabit DRAMs (dynamic
random access memory) used in computers,
It banned third-country dumping and Japan
agreed to open its economy further to U.S.

goods.

Yet by 1986 most U.S. firms had aban-
doned the memory business entirely. In the
ideal scenario, chip prices would have risen
to a point where American companies could
afford to return to the fray.

Instead, only two U.S. firms, Texas Instru-
ments Inc. of Dallas and Micron Technology
of Boise, Idaho, remain in the DRAM busi-
ness, and they make a relatively tiny
number of chips. Japan accounts for more
than 90 percent of the DRAM market, ac-
cording to Dataquest Inc., a San Jose
market research firm.

Meanwhile, Japanese companies have
raised prices of memory chips above the fair
market value,

Let me repeat that:

Meanwhile, Japanese companies have
raised prices of memory chips above the fair
market value.

“We forced the Japanese to make a lot of
money but created a capacity problem,” say
William H. Gates, chairman of Microsoft
Corp., the Redmond, Wash., PC software
glant that makes the standard operating
system software used on IBM desktop com-
puters.

Some industry observers see the chip
drought as part of Japan's strategy to un-
dercut U.S. computer makers in favor of its
own just as chip dumping aided the Japa-
nese semiconductor industry.

Let me repeat that:

Some industry observers see the chip
drought as part of Japan's strategy to un-
dercut United States computer makers in
favor of its own just as chip dumping aided
the Japanese semiconductor industry.

They say Japanese firms are diverting
memory chips away from the United States
to gain clout in the United States market
for computers and other products.

They say—

And I am repeating that again—
Japanese firms are diverting memory chips
away from the United States to gain clout
in the United States market for computers
and other products.

I would like to interject here refer-
ences to the “Japanese Conspiracy,” a
book that I have been reading seg-
ments from on this floor from time to
time, to point out to the American
public what really happens to Ameri-
can industry, how it was deliberately
conspired by the Japanese Ministry of
International Trade and Industry and
the Japanese manufacturers to de-
stroy American manufacturers by tar-
geting them and then going after
them with the full backing of the Jap-
anese Government.
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And here we are talking about it in
this very, very important computer
game, seeing right now what is hap-
pening right now again.

I am going to continue the article
from the San Francisco Examiner:

We're seeing companies like Sony intro-
duce competitive desk-top computers that
are very DRAM intensive and I don’t hear
any chit-chat about Sony being out of
DRAM, says Scott McNealy, president of
Sun Microsystems of Mountain View, “in
fact, I don't hear anything from Japanese
vendors complaining about a DRAM short-
age on the computer side of the house.”

Nothing about a Japanese shortage,
just a shortage in this country.

Sheridan Tatsuno, a semiconductor ana-
lyst at Dataquest, says Japan's Ministry of
International Trade and Industry

That is MITI—
has helped cause the shortage in order to
derail the trade accord and prevent U.S.
chip makers from influencing future policy.

Now, that is what is happening
today in this country.

Of course the Japanese deny these
allegations, but the evidence from the
amount of chips available to Japanese
producers seems to prove the case that
the Japanese are punishing us for the
1986 semiconductor agreement.

And the frightening truth is that we
have put them in a position to do it!

If as a manufacturing nation we had
put them at a cost disadvantage with
the falling dollar, then—create a
shortage in the international supply—
being sure that your own producers
are well taken care of—and push the
prices up all the while putting your
competition out of business either
through pricing or slowing down pro-
duction.

Beautiful strategy, isn't it?

I hope the Congress believes it.

Lobbyists for the Toshiba cause on
the Hill made great gains by pointing
to the numbers of jobs involved in a
ban on Toshiba products—6,000 direct
employees and then, all of the indirect
employees.

I do not know how many Americans
would be thrown out of work with a
Toshiba ban, but I do know that every
figure I have seen—whether for im-
ports or exports—says that for each
billion dollars in trade 22,500 jobs are
involved in the United States of Amer-
ica.

0O 2030

This year, our trade deficit is pre-
dicted to be in excess of $150 billion. A
rough multiplication of that number
gives a figure in excess of 300,000
American jobs which will be lost in
this 1 year due to our purchases
abroad.

And that does not count the jobs
lost to last year’s deficit or the deficit
the year before.

And before the Toshiba threat of
losing less jobs than the trade deficit
is costing us, the real threat is that we
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are losing our freedom to act in the
Congress; that we are possibly losing
our personal computer industry—the
same way we lost our television indus-
try and our radio industry and much
of our machine tool industry.

If people have not believed the
intent of the Japanese before—this
frightening exercise in power which
we have just seen displayed on Capital
Hill over the trade bill should forever
dispel any notion that the Japanese
intend to share any industry—any
market with the United States.

It should also dispel any notion that
the Japanese are only interested in
selling into our markets. The Japanese
have shown by their behavior that
they are perfectly willing to suggest to
the United States Treasury that if
they do not get their way, they will
not purchase our Treasury notes.

In the same issue of the Washington
Post on Sunday, May 1, Senator EvANs
of Washington State—in an interview
about his reasons for voting against a
veto override on the trade bill says
about demanding reciprocity from the
Japanese in allowing our primary secu-
rity dealers equal access to their mar-
kets, he says—

Maybe we will get what we want out of
that proposal. But it could be a decision on
their part to retaliate or in some fashion
withdraw their investing in U.S. Govern-
ment securities,

Now, who in the world do our members
think is supporting our annual fiscal deficit?
Primarily the Japanese, buying our debt. If
they decide they are less interested in
buying that debt, that alone could create
waves in our financial markets that would
far exceed any potential benefit.

All right ladies and gentlemen: we
can’'t pass a tough Toshiba sanction
section of the trade bill, because of a
Japanese company. We can’t override
the President’s veto, because the Japa-
nese may not buy our Treasury bills.

THE MINIMUM WAGE ISSUE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr, PeTr1] is
recognized for 60 minutes.

Mr. PETRI. Mr. Speaker, I have re-
served time for a special order this
evening for the purpose of discussing
the minimum wage issue and inserting
in the RECorp a significant body of in-
formation related to that issue.

There is little disagreement about
the need to enable low skilled people
to support families by working rather
than welfare, which is the stated ob-
jective of a minimum wage increase.
When H.R. 1834 is debated in the
House, all the argument in favor of
the bill will turn on the decline in pur-
chasing power of the minimum wage
and the difficulty of supporting a
family at $3.35 an hour. But almost all
of us agree that there is a problem out
there that needs to be addressed.
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The real argument should be and
will be over the best solution to the
problem. I have proposed a compro-
mise approach that combines a modest
increase in the minimum wage to $4
per hour with a reform of the current
earned income tax credit, as contained
in my Job Enhancement for Families
Act (H.R. 4119).

The basic problem is that economic
need, and, consequently, welfare pay-
ments, vary by family size, but wages
do not. The solution provided by H.R.
4119 is to supplement low wages ac-
cording to need as determined by
family size. The current law EITC pro-
vides a framework well suited for this
task: it's already somewhat related to
need since you must have at least one
child to qualify, and it is refundable,
which means that if you expect to
have no tax liability against which to
take the credit you can arrange to
have “reverse withholding” amounts
added to your regular paychecks. It's
even indexed. H.R. 4119 adds addition-
al EITC amounts for each additional
child, up to a maximum of $2,500 for a
family with four or more children.

When combined with $4 minimum
wage, this EITC reform will provide
more help to more of those who need
it than will a larger minimum wage in-
crease alone. For example, by 1991 it
will provide the head of a larger
family earnings equivalent to a wage
of $5.47 an hour, even if he is capable
of earning only the minimum wage.
But the proposal will also provide sub-
stantial help to millions of people al-
ready capable of earning more than
any new minimum wage under consid-
eration, because the enhanced EITC
doesn’t completely phaseout until
your earnings reach $9 per hour. A
minimum wage increase alone gives no
help to any of these people. The com-
promise proposal also helps the 10 per-
cent of the population that is not cov-
ered by the minimum wage. Finally,
the compromise has far lower bad side
effects than a larger increase in the
minimum wage alone.

On the other hand, even the Con-
gressional Budget Office reported that
H.R. 1834 would be likely to cause the
loss of between 250,000 and 500,000
jobs and increase inflation by between
.2 and .3 percent per year. It is easy to
understand why the sponsors of the
bill attempted to suppress that report,
since those effects would be devastat-
ing for the very poor people that the
bill is supposed to help.

Nor would H.R. 1834 be costless to
the Federal Government. In fact, it
would probably increase the Federal
deficit by as much as $9 billion per
year. The cost of the compromise is
not known completely, but it is some-
where between zero and $2 billion, be-
cause the $2 billion cost of the EITC
reform would be balanced by substan-
tial welfare savings as welfare recipi-
ents gained increased incentives to
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take jobs. In any case there is little
question that the cost of the compro-
mise, if there is one, is far less than
the cost of 1834.

The compromise is, then, a good
faith effort to find the best achievable
solution to the real problem that we
know is out there. I hope this special
order will provide a handy and useful
compilation of information on the sub-
ject. And toward that end, I include
for the Recorp at this point a one-
page summary of H.R. 4119, the bill
itself, an article I have written on the
subject.

H.R. 4119

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States in Con-
gress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the “Job En-
hancement for Families Act”.

SEC. 2. INCREASE IN EARNED INCOME TAX CREDIT.

(a) Increase in Amount of Credit.—Subsec-
tions (a) and (b) of section 32 of the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1986 (relating to
earned income tax credit) are amended to
read as follows:

“(a) Allowance of Credit.—

‘1) In general.—In the case of an eligible
individual, there shall be allowed as a credit
against the tax imposed by this subtitle for
the taxable year an amount equal to the
credit percentage of so much of the earned
income for the taxable year as does not
exceed $7,143.

“(2) Limitation.—The amount of the
credit allowable to a taxpayer under this
subsection for any taxable year shall not
exceed the excess (if any) of—

“(A) the credit percentage of $7,143, over

“(B) the phaseout percentage of so much
of the adjusted gross income (or, if greater,
the earned income) of the taxpayer for the
taxable year as exceeds $8,000.

“(b) Percentages.—For purposes of subsec-
tion (a)—

The
The credit
“In the case of an eligie indvidual with: phaseout

14 10
2l 15
28 20
35 25"

(b) Inflation Adjustments to Credit Per-
centage.—Subsection (i) of section 32 of
such Code is amended to read as follows:

“(i) INFLATION ADJUSTMENTS TO CREDIT,
PERCENTAGE.—

“(1) In GENERAL.—In the case of any tax-
able year beginning in a calendar year after
1988, each credit percentage contained in
subsection (b) shall be increased by the
product of—

“(A) such percentage, multiplied by

“(B) the cost-of-living adjustment deter-
mined under section 1(f)(3) for the calendar
year in which the taxable year begins.

““(2) ROUNDING.—AnNy increase under para-
graph (1) in a credit percentage shall be
rounded to the nearest multiple of one-
tenth of 1 percent.”

(¢) QuarrryinGg CHILD.—Subsection (¢) of
section 32 of such Code is amended by
adding at the end thereof the following new

aragraph:

“(3) QuaLIFYING cHILD.—The term ‘quali-
fying child’ means any child (within the
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meaning of section 151(¢)(3)) of the eligible
individual if—

“(A) such individual is entitled to a deduc-
tion under section 151 for such child or
would be so entitled but for paragraph (2)
or (4) of section 152(e), and

‘“(B) such child has the same principal
place of abode as such individual for more
than one-half of the taxable year.”

(d) CoNFORMING AMENDMENT.—Paragraph
(2) of section 32(f) of such Code is amended
by striking out “subsection (b)" each place
it appears in subparagraphs (A) and (B) and
inserting in lieu thereof “subsection (a)2)".

(e) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to taxable
years beginning after December 31, 1987,

JoB ENHANCEMENT FOR FAMILIES ACT
(JEFFA)
SUMMARY

Restructure existing earned income tax
credit (EITC) as follows:

1. Provide refundable credit against up to
$7143 of annual earned income at percent-
age rates differentiated according to family
size as follows:

Mai-
mum
credit
1 child ( 14 $1,000
2 children (percent 2 1,500
3 children { t 2,000
4 or more [{ ; R e A R 35 2,500

2. Phase out credit between total income
of $8,000 and $18,000. EITC is reduced by
;he following percentages of income above

8,000:

Percent
1 child 10
2 children 15
3 children 20
4 or more children.........c.cucvserrmssresnsease 25

3. Starting in 1989, index the phasein per-
centages for inflation. Since that will raise
the maximum EITC levels, it will extend
the endpoint of the phaseout, but always by
the same amount for all families.

PURPOSES

1. Increase work incentives for welfare
families according to the need for incen-
tives, as determined by family size and
thereby welfare payment size.

2. Support formation or retention of two
parent families (since working fathers qual-
ify for EITC only if they reside with their
children).

3. Achieve the objective of minimum wage
increases (to help low skilled workers sup-
port families) directly and efficiently, tar-
geting help to those who need it in propor-
tion to their need, including millions al-
ready earning more than the particular
hourly rate at which a minimum wage
might be set.

COST

Direct revenue loss of $2.0 billion annually
(estimated informally by CBO), mitigated
by the following:

1. Offsetting welfare savings due to the
fact that EITC is considered income for pur-
poses of phasing out AFDC and other wel-
fare benefits.

2. Larger welfare savings due to incentives
to move people off welfare into work and to
form two parent working families. Wage
supplements of up to $2,500 should make a
big difference for many people whose deci-
sions in these matters are otherwise margin-
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al. Since the federal share of AFDC, food
stamps and medicaid costs $50 billion per
year, we need to save only 4% of that
amount to pay for JEFFA completely.

[From the Republican Perspective, April/
May 19881
Let's HELP THE POOR EsScAPE FROM WELFARE
(By Rep. Thomas E. Petri)

We have to find ways to help welfare re-
cipients re-enter the workforce. Practically
everybody agrees about that. And as a
result, Congress has focused welfare reform
efforts on a mix of education and workfare
proposals.

Of course, reducing welfare dependency
would be easier if low-income citizens could
expect to make more money working than
they got on welfare. But all too often, they
can’t. While a full-time minimum wage job
now provides enough after-tax income to
bring a two-person family up to the poverty
line, it leaves larger families $1,900 a year
short for each additional child. In many
states, low-skilled heads of larger families
can actually do better financially with wel-
fare than with jobs. This undermines ef-
forts to start them on low-paying jobs, un-
dermines political support for requiring
them to take such jobs, and saps the morale
of poor workers and welfare recipients alike.

In a high benefit state like Wisconsin, for
example, a three-person welfare family can
receive $8,004 per year in Aid to Families
with Dependent Children (AFDC) and food
stamps, plus Medicaid, and possibly other
benefits like school lunch, Head Start, hous-
ing subsidies and energy assistance. A four-
person family is eligible for $9,576 in AFDC
and food stamps, and a family of five for
$10,980. If the family head takes a mini-
mum-wage job, he or she will take home
about $7,057 this year, minus work expenses
and (if there is no grandmother or other rel-
ative around to take care of the kids) child
care costs. Of course, the family may still be
eligible for some government subsidies, in-
cluding food stamps and school lunch.

Even if welfare recipients want to work, as
most do, and even if they hope to increase
their earning power with experience, large
numbers of them face big financial penalties
for entering the workforce. Some of those
will nevertheless choose to work, but it is
asking a lot to expect most of them to for-
feit a financial benefit. They are caught in a
welfare trap.

The basic problem is that, unlike welfare
benefits, wages are not related to need as
determined by family size. In fact, child care
costs can make net take-home pay go down
as family size goes up. The obvious solution,
then, is to supplement wages according to
need.

Fortunately, we already have a program
that can be adapted to provide this solution:
the earned income tax credit, or EITC. The
current EITC is somewhat related to need,
since you have to have at least one depend-
ent child to qualify. It provides a direct
wage supplement of up to $870 this year,
and it is the only federal tax credit that is
refundable; that is, if you have no tax liabil-
ity against which to take the credit, you can
still get a check from the government. In
fact, the EITC can even be estimated in ad-
vance and added to the worker’s paycheck
each week.

If we build on this base by varying the
EITC according to family size, we can great-
ly increase work incentives for those with
the greatest need, and enable many more
people to get started in the workforce.
Under one proposal, the maximum credits
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in 1988 for families with one, two, three,
and four or more children would be $1,000,
$1,500, $2,000 and $2,500 respectively. These
amounts would be indexed for inflation and
phased out for annual incomes between
$8,000 and $18,000.

Wage supplements of this magnitude
should be enough to make a big difference
in the financial calculations of many people.
For example, a single Wisconsin mother of
three would need & job paying $4.71 per
hour to match her AFDC and food stamp
benefits without the proposal, but with it,
she would need to make only about $4.10, A
mother of four would need to make $5.46
without the proposal, but only $4.60 with it.
In states with welfare benefits lower than
Wisconsin’s, these comparisons would occur
at lower wage levels, Also, the comparisons
would get wider in future years as indexing
raises the various EITC levels in the propos-
al.
Some people want to get into the work-
force badly enough that it won't be neces-
sary to match their welfare benefits with
earnings, They'll work if they can just come
reasonably close. Others will need more of
an incentive to work, But regardless of indi-
vidual preferences and circumstances, it will
be easier to move people into jobs with
EITC-enhanced wages than without them.

Many welfare reformers now believe that
able-bodied welfare recipients should be re-
quired to take jobs. The House-passed wel-
fare bill in fact contains some provisions to
that end, but it also says people cannot be
required to take jobs that pay less than
they could get on welfare. The EITC pro-
posal, by supplementing wages, increases
the chances that work will pay more than
welfare,

The Congressional Budget Office (CBO)
has informally estimated the cost of this
proposal at $1.5 billion per year in lost tax
revenue. However, that does not count the
welfare savings that result from moving
more welfare recipients into the workforce.
In fact, that $1.5 billion is only 3 percent of
the $50 billion per year that the federal gov-
ernment alone spends on AFDC, food
stamps, and Medicaid. Since the EITC pro-
posal’s incentives apply mainly to families
with larger welfare benefits, the proposal
would pay for itself if it resulted in reducing
the current welfare caseload by something
less than 3 percent. Efforts are under way
to provide a basis for estimating these wel-
fare savings; but in the interim, a 3 percent
savings does not seem like an unreasonable
target for a proposal of this magnitude.

Of course, another way to help low-wage
workers support families is to increase the
minimum wage, and currently there is a bill
sponsored by Rep. Hawkins to raise it to
$5.05. Raising the minimum wage, however,
is an extremely crude tool for achieving the
welfare objectives its backers cite as their
motivation.

In the first place, most of the benefits go
to people who do not need wage supple-
ments to support families, since most mini-
mum-wage workers are from the middle
class, primarily students and other second-
ary earners working parttime. Only 10 per-
cent of minimum-wage earners are heads of
families of three or more, and an undeter-
mined number of those are tipped employ-
ees actually making much more. There are
more family heads making between $3.35
and $5.05, but the closer they are to $5.05,
the smaller the benefit they would get from
the Hawkins bill.

In the second place, Hawkins gives no
help at all to many people who do need it.
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There are large numbers of people already
capable of earning $5.05 or more who still
need a wage supplement because they head
bigger families. The minimum-wage boost
does nothing for them.

In the third place, a minimum-wage boost
reduces the demand for labor below where
it would otherwise be. Estimates of the job
losses and jobs not created as a result of the
Hawkins bill range from 100,000 to 900,000
with the consensus falling between 200,000
and 300,000. By and large, the typical
middle class, minimum-wage workers would
still be able to find jobs at $5.05. The people
who would be frozen out are those most in
need—those with the fewest skills, living in
the most depressed areas; in other words,
those living on welfare or struggling to stay
off it. It doesn’t make sense to try to en-
courage work through welfare reform while
yanking away job opportunities with a mini-
mum-wage hike.

In the fourth place, the large costs Haw-
kins places on the private sector would
probably lead to a small but significant
amount of extra inflation. Of course, infla-
tion hits the poor particularly hard, so in
this way too they'd be hurt by a policy
that's supposed to help them.

Finally, a minimum-wage boost is not at
all costless for the federal government. A
macroeconomic study of an earlier bill, rais-
ing the minimum wage to $4.65, by the U.S.
Chamber of Commerce implies that by 1990
it would cost the government around $8 bil-
lion per year—$5.6 billion in reduced reve-
nue associated with a $28 billion lower GNP,
$1.4 billion in higher interest expense
through higher rates associated with extra
inflation, and one billion more for unem-
ployment insurance. Even if that study
overestimates by a factor of two or even
four, the cost is still large.

It should be no surprise that a minimum-
wage boost has all these disadvantages. It's
like trying to win a battle with random
bombing when a rapier will do. In this case,
the goal everyone acknowledges is helping
low-skilled workers support families while
avolding welfare. The Hawkins bill attacks
that goal indirectly, causing all kinds of side
effects and collateral damage, while not
even hitting all its targets. The family size-
adjusted EITC achieves the goal directly
and efficiently, supplementing wages only
for those who need it, in amounts related to
their level of need, and without altering the
entire private labor market and depressing
economic activity that would otherwise
oceur.

The EITC approach is the best tool for
helping people escape the welfare trap. As
currently proposed, it won't help everyone
do that, but it should make a big difference
to many people in marginal situations
where more earning power will enable them
to get into the workforce. There are many
other pieces that fit into the welfare-reform
puzzle—making the Child Care Tax Credit
refundable (and phasing it out for the
wealthy) would be an important one, and
better child-support enforcement is another.
But the EITC is a very substantial piece and
deserves to take a prominent place in any
welfare-reform legislation Congress might
enact.

Mr. PETRI. Mr. Speaker, at this
time I yield to the gentleman from
Vermont [Mr. JEFForDs] the ranking
Republican on the Committee on Edu-
cation and Labor.
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Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman from Wisconsin
for yielding. Fiirst of all, I want to com-
mend the gentleman from Wisconsin
for the tremendous work he has done
on this issue, and as he knows I have
been deeply involved in trying to find
that magic solution out of this dilem-
ma that we are in, recognizing there is
a need to revise the minimum wage,
but at the same time recognizing there
are other very important problems
that we should not be ignoring at a
time when we are trying to establish a
policy on the minimum wage.

I know that the debate on the one
hand includes people who cannot seem
to find a wage level that is high
enough, and who would raise the mini-
mum wage. On the other side, we also
cannot find a wage that is low enough
that will make them happy with re-
spect to the minimum wage. That ig-
nores some of the basic problems,
however. There are probably three
that I would like to mention very
briefly. One is the one that the gentle-
man from Wisconsin has discussed,
and that has to do with what do we do
about the dilemma that we have
where if the most important purpose
of raising the minimum wage is to at-
tempt to give an incentive to those
that want to get off of welfare and to
go to work, that there is no way we
can raise the minimum wage suffi-
ciently, especially with a larger family
involved, to be able to take the fami-
lies off welfare without causing hor-
rendous economic damage to the other
parts of the economy as well as dis-
placing hundreds of thousands if not
millions of workers if we get the wage
high enough in order to solve the wel-
fare problem.

What do we do?

The gentleman from Wisconsin has
a very logical and excellent solution to
this dilemma and it is one that we
should not run down the track for
raising the minimum wage without
taking into consideration what the
other problems are that we should be
dealing with. We have passed the wel-
fare reform bill but the welfare reform
bill depends upon people being able to
get jobs and being able to work and
the incentive is to do that. Yet if the
wage they get is not high enough to
give them incentive to get off welfare,
the problem is going to create tremen-
dous difficulties.

Another question we should deal
with concerns the problem of displace-
ment of people that would get jobs if
it was not for raising the minimum
wage. That group of individuals, if we
raise the minimum wage high enough
to try and do something about the wel-
fare respects, will not have a chance to
get a job. The number of jobs that a
business has to reduce in order to take
the adjustment of wages is substantial,
as the Congressional Budget Office
report has pointed out. That is why in
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addition to what the gentleman has
proposed we ought to take a look at
other innovative suggestions, and that
is a first job wage, or training wage, or
whatever it might be called in order to
ensure that we do not lock people out
at a time when this Nation needs an
improvement in the available workers,
and as we are finding less and less
workers being available as we go for-
ward.

Another critical problem facing us
that we might want to look at deals
with the fact that fewer and fewer
businesses are covering people for
such things as health insurance. We
have a declining number of people cov-
ered in that respect. To show that we
are bipartisan in this matter, a
Member of Congress, the gentleman
from California [Mr. STarx] has a sug-
gestion that perhaps at a time we are
looking at raising the minimum wage
we ought to give serious consideration
to, and that is giving credit to an em-
ployer above what the level might be
now, or where we might raise it to, to
allow that employer to have credit for
benefits that might be given for
health insurance, for example. At a
time when we are facing these very
problematical situations, the welfare
mother who cannot get enough money
to get off of welfare, the worker we
may preclude from getting a job, and
for the business that cannot provide
health care because the wages are
going up, why should we not take time
and look at the solutions to those
questions? Why do we rush into a
long-term high-cost minimum wage
when there are problems that ought
to be solved by more rational ap-
proaches?

Again, I commend the gentleman
from Wisconsin [Mr. Perri]l for the
tremendous work he has done on this
very critical area, one of the most im-
portant areas we have, for purposes of
the family and for purposes of our so-
ciety and purposes of economics and
everything else to try and do some-
thing to get the welfare mother back
to work, and the welfare parents back
to work, and give them an incentive to
do that and reward them for working
instead of penalizing them.

I include for the REecorp additional
information to back up the statements
especially statements made by the
gentleman from Wisconsin.

[From the Washington Times, Mar. 10,

19881
A BETTER Way WITH WaGES
{By Warren Brookes)

When it comes to *social policy,” the
theme song of most politicians seems to be
“You Always Hurt the One You Love,”
while for the poor, it should be “You'd
better watch out, Santa Claus is coming to
town."

At the moment we have “Santa Claus” in
the form of Democratic Sen. Edward M.
Kennedy of Massachusetts and his partner
in the House, Democratic Rep. Augustus
Hawkins of California, trying to “help the
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working poor” by raising the minimum wage
from $3.35 an hour to $4.65, and then per-
manently indexing it to inflation.

(Except for the indexing, the bill is to be
marked up this week by the House Educa-
tion and Labor Committee.)

Since the employer cost of this rise is
about $21.6 billion, and falls almost entirely
on small business or narrow- retail-
ing, no one argues that it won’'t kill jobs—
the only debate is over how many. The esti-
mates range from 200,000 to 900,000, The
consensus figure approaches 500,000.

Since the minimum wage now applies to
only 4.7 million workers, mostly part-time
and youthful, the Kennedy-Hawkins bill
;:obu;d kill up to 10 percent of minimum-wage
obs.

Unfortunately, the most likely job-losers
will be those few minimum-wagers (10 per-
cent) who are working full-time—meaning,
of course, the poorer head-of-household
workers. The main beneficiaries will be the
vast majority of minimum wagers (68 per-
cent of whom are single, and nearly 40 per-
cent teenagers) who use these part-time
jobs to supplement mid-range family in-
comes.

Fortunately, there is a much better way to
help the really needy without doing damage
to the economy, or to their jobs. It's called
the Job Enhancement for Families Act and
it's the brainchild of Republican Rep.
Thomas E. Petri of Wisconsin.

Mr. Petri’s approach, instead of raising
the minimum wage by $21 billion, which
would cost the U.S, Treasury about $2 bil-
lion in net lost taxes (in reduced business
profits and payrolls), is to expand and re-
structure te Earned Income Tax Credit to
provide more generous benefits to the work-
ing poor, Total cost: $1.5 billion.

At present, the EITC is a refundable tax
credit of 14 percent of the first $5,714
earned by an eligible person who maintains
a home for one or more children. The
present maximum credit is $800, phasing
out as income approaches $17,000.

Mr. Petri would raise the amount covered
by the credit from $5,714 to $7,143, and
change credit percentages to reflect family
size, with a maximum payment of 14 per-
cent ($1,000) for a family with one child, up
to 35 percent ($2,500) for a family of four or
more children,

The credit would be phased out between
incomes of $8,000 to $18,000 by series of
graduated percentages of that income that
exceed $8,000. Starting in 1989, the phase in
incomes would be indexed for inflation.

The economic and social advantages of
this approach should be obvious, Without
raising wage costs to mostly small business
employees, it dramatically increases the
after-tax income of those family incomes
are actually low. It finances this increase
out of the progressive income tax structure,
instead of punishing small businesses with
higher wage costs.

In other words, it targets the poor, and
provides them with nearly as good benefits.
The after-tax value of the higher minimum
wage to the full time worker is about $2,000.
The after tax value of the EITC ranges
from $1,000 to $2,500.

Whereas the vast majority of the benefits
of the minimum wage will go to part-time
workers in middle-income families, all the
EITC benefits go to low-income workers—
without destroying any jobs.

Additionally, the Petri bill provides the
missing basis for serious welfare reform; it
slashes the marginal tax rates of moving
from welfare to work. This is why it has
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been endorsed by the Urban League and
Children’s Defense Fund.

Currently, in high benefit states like Wis-
consin, for example, a single mother of
three would have to earn $4.71 an hour to
match basic AFDC and food stamp benefits;
with the Petri proposal she would only need
$4.40 to make getting a job more attractive.
In lower-benefit states, the incentives would
be even greater, at lower wage levels.

The House welfare reform bill now pro-
poses to require many ablebodied AFDC re-
cipients to take jobs so long as those jobs
don’t pay less than the family can receive
from welfare. The Petri proposal would
vastly increase the job requirement cover-
age, and dramatically reduce total welfare
costs (now more than $50 billion a year) as a
result.

If the EITC proposal only cut total wel-
fare rolls by 3 percent, it would more than
pay for itself.

(Clarification: The Children’s Defense
Fund and the Urban League have backed
EITC reform in the past but have not yet,
to our knowledge, endorsed the Petri
JEFFA bill.)

Helping the poor—Two ways

Dangerous and inefficient—Mini-

mum wage hike of $1.30 per
hour:

Costs to employers... P

Minus: Gross revenue ga.lns r.o

Billions
$20.72

Treasury —5.66
Plus: Revenue losses from job de-
struction:
(a) Lower corporate taxes....... +4.22

(b) Lower FICA and other taxes. +3.58

Net revenue losses... SR N 1
Net costs to the economy 22.76
Direct benefits to working poor.......  2.07
Efficient and constructive—Expand-
ed earned income tax credit
(EITC):
Direct costs to Treasury......coemmieee.  1.50
Loss savings in welfare costs ............ —-1.50
Net costs to taxpayers and econo-
my
Direct benefits to working poor......  1.50

Sources: Congressman Tom Petri, Congressional
iget. Office.

[From the New York Times, Feb. 23, 1988]
THE MINIMUM-WAGE ILLUSION

It’s small wonder that politicians like the
idea of raising the minimum wage: improv-
ing the lot of the lowest-paid workers seems
virtuous, at no apparent cost to the public.
But the rationale is half-true at best, and
the free price tag is false.

The minimum wage has been stuck at
$3.35 an hour since 1981. Legislation now in
a House Education and Labor subcommittee
would raise it to $4.65 an hour over three
years and peg it afterward at one-half the
average hourly wage for nonsupervisory
workers.

Without question, $3.35 an hour is not a
living wage for a family. Proponents of an
increase point out that the cost of living has
gone up 30 percent since 1981. A person
working full time at the $3.35 rate in 1986
would have earned $4,600 less than the pov-
erty level for a family of four. The question
is whether legislating a higher minimum
would improve life for the working poor.

It definitely would—for those who still
had work. But by raising the cost of labor, a
higher minimum would cost other working
poor people their jobs. The Department of
Labor estimates that each 10 percent in-
crease means that 100,000 to 200,000 jobs
would be eliminated or not created. The
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House legislation contemplates an increase
of nearly 40 percent. The cost to the Treas-
ury, in lost taxes and unemployment pay-
ments, would be substantial.

Why not attack the problem of inad-
equate wages directly, with subsidies? One
potential mechanism is already in place: the
Earned Income Tax Credit, a negative
income tax that can be worth $800 to a
working poor family. Expanding and refin-
ing this device could easily put more money
into the pockets of low-wage workers.

The problem might also be addressed by
efforts to improve the skills of minimum
wage workers so that they can qualify for
higher-paying jobs. This is particularly im-
portant for teen-agers and young adults,
who make up more than half the minimum
wage work force.

Raising the minimum wage is not cost-
free, just cost-concealing. Congress owes the
working poor well-designed help, not a well-
intentioned illusion.

[From the Wall Street Journal, Mar. 3,
19881

A BETTER ALTERNATIVE TO A HIGHER
MiINiMUM WAGE

(By J.D. Foster)

One of the first items in the 1988 legisla-
tive chute in Washington is “The Minimum
Wage Restoration Act of 1988,” introduced
by Sen. Edward Kennedy (D., Mass.) and
Rep. Augustus Hawkins (D., Calif,) to raise
the minimum hourly wage to $4.65 from
$3.35 by 1990 and to index it to inflation
thereafter. Before rushing to pass this bill,
Congress ought to consider as an alternative
Rep. Thomas Petri’s (R., Wis.) “Job En-
hancement for Families Act” to expand and
to restructure the Earned Income Tax
Credit.

Increasing the minimum wage is no way to
improve the condition of the poor. The his-
tory of the minimum wage shows that it de-
stroys the jobs and job opportunities of
poorly trained workers—inner-city teen-
agers, the semiliterate, those we used to call
economically disadvantaged. It's particular-
1y hard on such workers who must provide
the principal support for their families.
There are now about five million workers
who earn the minimum wage or less. Ac-
cording to several estimates, the Kennedy-
Hawkins bill would slam shut the doors of
the workplace of 300,000 to 750,000 people
by 1990. These job losses would be concen-
trated on the economically disadvantaged.

One existing means for increasing the
after-tax earnings of the poor is the Earned
Income Tax Credit. The EITC is a refund-
able tax credit of 14% of the first $5,714
earned by an eligible person who maintains
a home for one or more children. The maxi-
mum credit is $800 and it phases out as
income rises, falling to zero when the tax-
payer’s income reaches $17,000.

Rep. Petri’s bill would expand and restruc-
ture the EITC as an alternative to raising
the minimum wage and as part of welfare
reform. One benefit of the EITC is that it
can be restructured easily to provide greater
benefits to households with children. This
could play an important role as Congress at-
tempts to reform welfare to better match
resources to needs while reducing the anti-
work and anti-family side effects of the cur-
rent welfare program. In comparison, rais-
ing the minimum wage is a very blunt in-
strument; it would benefit a middle-class
teen-ager in a summer job just as much as it
would a person trying to support a family.

The bill to increase the minimum wage
and the Petri plan to expand the EITC
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would each increase some workers’ after-tax
income by comparable amounts and, there-
fore, would increase their work incentive.
Incrasing the minimum wage, however,
would reduce employment because business-
es could not afford to hire or keep less pro-
ductive workers. Expanding the EITC, on
the other hand, would raise the worker's
after-tax wage without raising the employ-
er’'s labor costs. To the extent that improved
work incentive increase the number of work-
ers willing to work, raising the EITC could
lower the pre-tax wages employers would
have to pay while raising workers’ after-tax
wages. Raising the EITC, therefore, could
actually increase low-wage employment op-
portunities.

One of the often-ignored side effects of
raising the minimum wage is the loss of tax
revenue to the federal government from the
loss of jobs and national output. There
would also be an increase in government
spending as those who lose their jobs file
for unemployment insurance, are forced
into welfare, expand their use of food
stamps, and so on. Combining the tax reve-
nue loss with the increase in government
spending, the Kennedy-Hawkins bill would
increase the deficit by about $7 billion an-
nually.

According to an informal estimate by the
Congressional Budget Office, the EITC
would cost about $1.5 billion annually in
lost revenue. The job creation made possible
by expanding the EITC would offset at least
part of that revenue loss and would also
result in some budget savings through lower
welfare costs. Ralsing the minimum wage, in
other words, would increase the budget defi-
cit about five times as much as would ex-
panding the EITC.

One basis for choosing between raising
the minimum wage and increasing the EITC
is whether jobs are to be destroyed or cre-
ated. Another basis is how carefully the
benefit is matched to need. Yet another
basis is what will happen to government
spending and the budget deficit. In each
case, the Petri approach to expanding and
restructuring the Earned Income Tax
Credit is clearly superior to raising the mini-
mum wage: It encourages job creation, it
helps those workers most who need the
most help, it reduces government spending,
and it has a minimal effect on the budget
deficit.

(Mr. Foster is an economist at the Insti-
tute for Research on the Economics of Tax-
ation in Washington.)

[From the New York Times, Apr. 6, 1988]

EcoNoMIC SCENE—MINIMUM WAGE: A
TANGLED PUZZLE

(By Peter Passell)

Would the House Labor Committee's plan
to increase the Federal minimum wage in
stages, to $5.05 an hour from $3.35, lift the
living standards of the working poor? Or, as
opponents contend, would it push marginal-
1y qualified workers onto welfare?

The answer, say economists who carry the
least ideological baggage, is both. That
seems to leave Congress with a choice be-
tween more jobs for the poor or better jobs
for the poor—a tough choice that partly ex-
plains why Congress has been ducking the
issue since it last raised the wage in 1981,

In fact, however, there may be a way to
raise the pay of low-income workers without
reducing incentives to hire the young and
badly educated. Representative Thomas E.
Petri, Republican of Wisconsin, proposes an
increase in the Federal earned income tax
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credit, a tax-based wage subsidy. Expanding
this credit ought to hold great appeal for
liberals as well as conservatives. It is far
from clear, though, whether advocates of a
higher minimum wage are ready to sacrifice
means for ends.

According to Sar Levitan, director of

George Washington University’s Center for
Social Policy Studies, the purchasing power
of the minimum wage has fallen by a third
from its peak two decades ago. In 1968 a
full-time worker getting the Federal mini-
mum wage earned 94 percent of the amount
needed to support a family of four at the
poverty line. Today the minimum wage
amounts to barely 60 percent of the poverty
line.
There is little disagreement among econo-
mists that a higher minimum wage would
allow many poor workers to regain ground
lost to inflation. But there is also a broad
consensus that some young, unskilled work-
ers would be priced out of the market. A re-
search survey directed by Charles Brown, an
economist at the University of Michigan,
concluded that every 10 percent increase in
the minimum wage would reduce the
number of jobs for teen-agers by 1 to 3 per-
cent. Nigel Gault and Roger Brinner, writ-
ing in Data Resources U.S. Review, estimate
that an increase in the minimum wage to
$4.65 would cut employment for people 16
to 24 years old by at least 350,000.

One way out of the jobs-vs.-income diffi-
culty is to raise the neediest workers' pay
without raising employers’ labor costs. Such
a wage subsidy is already built into the tax
code, In 1987, married workers with children
and incomes up to $6,080 a year received a
14 percent earned income tax credit. The
credit, moreover, is refundable: workers who
file the right Federal form can have the
cash added to their paychecks. The benefit
phases out gradually, disappearing for fami-
lies with incomes over $15,000.

Mr. Petri, a member of the labor stand-
ards subcommittee, wants to bolster the tax
credit and link it to family size, raising the
maximum credit to 35 percent of wages up
to $2,500 for families with four or more chil-
dren. For large families with one full-time
breadwinner earning the minimum wage,
this would increase take-home pay by 82
cents an hour.

A clear advantage, Mr. Petri notes, is that
it would have no effect on employment. Per-
haps as important, the benefit would focus
on those in need. A full-time worker sup-
porting a large family on $6 a hour would
gain nothing from an increase in the mini-
mum wage but would receive an extra 58
cents an hour with the expanded tax credit.

On the other hand, a suburban teen-ager
who flips burgers after school for gasoline
money would get the full benefit of a higher
minimum wage but would not be eligible for
the tax credit. This is not a small category,
by the way: the Congressional Budget
Office estimates that in 1985 fewer than 20
percent of minimum-wage workers were
members of families living below the pover-
ty line.

The tax credit should please conservatives
because it ties Government aid to work, it
encourages fathers to support children and
it keeps down business costs. It ought to
please liberals, too, because it tightens the
frayed safety net and it indexes benefits to
inflation. Nonetheless, it has proved a diffi-
cult conecept to sell.

One complicating factor is the Orwellian
nature of the deficit reduction law. A study
by Data Resources Inc. for the Labor De-
partment concluded that a $4.65 minimum
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wage would increase welfare costs and inter-
est payments on the national debt, adding
$4 billion to the budget deficit. According to
the Congressional Budget Office, the ex-
panded tax credit would increase the deficit
by half that sum. Unlike minimum wage leg-
islation, however, any change in the tax law
would force a formal acknowledgement of
the deficit consequences and initiate a
search for new revenues or budget cuts.

A more fundamental obstacle lies in the
politics of the minimum wage. Organized
labor, long frustrated by its inability to
push a higher minimum past a hostile
White House, is loath to change course
when victory is in sight. And without back-
ing from the liberal interest groups, pros-
pects for the expanded tax credit are poor.

[From the New York Times, Apr. 15, 1987]
DoN't RAISE THE MINIMUM WAGE

Democratic legislators are right to search
for ways to help the working poor, but
wrong to think that raising the minimum
wage is one of them. To do that would hurt
many low-income workers, something legis-
lators need to grasp before ramming a bill
through Congress.

Senator Edward Kennedy and Represent-
ative Augustus Hawkins, Democratic chair-
men of the Congressional Labor Commit-
tees, propose raising the minimum wage in
three annual steps to $4.65 an hour, from
$3.35 where it has stood since 1981. Accord-
ing to a spokesman, Senator Kennedy con-
siders raising the minimum wage as “some-
thing like an anti-poverty program for the
working poor without any Federal spend-
ing.” That last part is especially seductive in
a time of budget restraints.

Congress has increasingly been putting
more burden on employers, like higher min-
imum wages or particular health and wel-
fare benefits, as the Federal deficit has
made Government financing harder. These
requirements amount to a hidden tax. In
the case of the minimum wage, the tax is on
the jobs of those at the lowest rung. At
$3.35 an hour, the minimum wage has lost
27 percent in purchasing power since 1981.
A full-time worker at that rate earns less
than $7,000 a year. Even at $4.65 an hour,
the worker would earn less than $10,000, not
even reaching the poverty level.

But the increase would come out of the
hides of other working poor people. Employ-
ers are bound to circumvent a higher mini-
mum wage in two ways: by evading the law
through underground, sub-minimum hiring
or by letting workers go. A higher minimum
wage would probably price working poor
people out of jobs, since they could not dem-
onstrate the productivity necessary to justi-
fy the higher wage.

Advocates argue that no one has proved
that previous increases in the minimum
wage cost jobs. Yet the Administration and
many economists argue that a lower mini-
mum wage is needed—to create jobs for un-
employed young people. The proponents
also argue that, even if some jobs are lost
from a higher minimum, the overall benefit
to the working poor will offset it. That's an
argument likely to persuade only those
whose jobs are secure,

There are at least two other approaches
toward the same goal of helping the work-
ing poor, neither with the negative side ef-
fects of a higher minimum wage. In the
short run, the Government could supple-
ment the wages of working poor families.
The vehicle for doing so already exists in
the Earned Income Tax Credit, a kind of
negative income tax.
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Ultimately, the working poor would be
helped most by gaining the job training and
skills necessary to qualify for higher paying
jobs. Senator Kennedy recognizes this, as is
evident from his Jobs for Employable De-
pendent Individuals program for welfare re-
cipients, recently passed by the Senate. But
if there is any group that skills enhance-
ment can help, it is the working poor, who
already possess the work ethic.

The Government has not been notably
successful in job and skills training in the
past, but that’s no reason to quit trying.
Either income subsidies or training would
do more for the working poor than raising
the minimum wage. Such a raise may sound
good; it probably does harm.

[From the New York Times, Jan. 14, 19871

THE R1cHT MINIMUM WAGE: $0.00

The Federal minimum wage has been
frozen at $3.35 an hour for six years. In
some states, it now compares unfavorably
even with welfare benefits available without
working. It's no wonder then that Edward
Kennedy, the new chairman of the Senate
Labor Committee, is being pressed by orga-
nized labor to battle for an increase.

No wonder, but still a mistake. Anyone
working in America surely deserves a better
living standard than can be managed on
$3.35 an hour. But there’s a virtual consen-
sus among economists that the minimum
wage is an idea whose time has passed. Rais-
ing the minimum wage by a substantial
amount would price working poor people
out of the job market. A far better way to
help them would be to subsidize their wages
or—better yet—help them acquire the skills
needed to earn more on their own.

An increase in the minimum wage to, say,
$4.35 would restore the purchasing power of
bottom-tier wages. It would also permit a
minimum-wage breadwinner to earn almost
enough to keep a family of three above the
official poverty line. There are catches,
however. It would increase employers’ in-
centives to evade the law, expanding the un-
derground economy. More important, it
would increase unemployment: Raise the
legal minimum price of labor above the pro-
ductivity of the least skilled workers and
fewer will be hired.

If a higher minimum means fewer jobs,
why does it remain on the agenda of some
liberals? A higher minimum would undoubt-
edly raise the living standard of the majori-
ty of low-wage workers who could keep their
jobs. That gain, it is argued, would justify
the sacrifice of the minority who became
unemployable. The argument isn’t convine-
ing. Those at greatest risk from a higher
minimum would be young, poor workers,
who already face formidable barriers to get-
ting and keeping jobs. Indeed, President
Reagan has proposed a lower minimum
wage just to improve their chances of find-
ing work.

Perhaps the mistake here is to accept the
limited terms of the debate. The working
poor obviously deserve a better shake, But it
should not surpass our ingenuity or generos-
ity to help some of them without hurting
others. Here are two means toward that
end:

® Wage supplements, Government might
subsidize low wages with cash or payments
for medical insurance, pensions or Social Se-
curity taxes. Alternatively, Washington
could enlarge the existing earned income
tax credit, a “negative” income tax paying
up to $800 a year to working poor families.
This would permit better targeting, since
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minimum-wage workers in affluent families
would not be eligible.

® Training and education. The alterna-
tive to supplementing income for the least
skilled workers is to raise their earning
power in a free labor market. In the last two
decades, dozens of programs to do that have
produced mixed results at a very high cost.
But the concept isn't necessarily at fault;
nurturing the potential of individuals raised
in poverty is very difficult. A humane socie-
ty would learn from its mistakes and keep
trying.

The idea of using & minimum wage to
overcome poverty is old, honorable—and
fundamentally flawed. It's time to put this
hoary debate behind us, and find a better
way to improve the lives of people who work
very hard for very little.

O 2044

Mr. PETRI. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to thank my colleague, as long as
we are commending people. I would
like to commend him for his superior
leadership he has provided not just to
the minority but to the entire mem-
bership and the committee on which
he is ranking Republican.

Mr. GRANDY. Mr. Speaker, in 1938, Con-
gress took an important step by enacting the
Fair Labor Standards Act. The minimum wage,
established at 25 cents an hour, was a rea-
sonable approach to addressing the needs of
workers in 1938,

The action of Congress in 1938, to set mini-
mum standards for American workers, signfi-
cantly altered the workplace. In the years
since the minimum wage was last raised, the
value of the dollar earned by minimum wage
worker has fallen. The minimum wage should
be raised to compensate for the decline.

However, the responsibility of the Congress
does not end with an increase in the minimum
wage. | would encourage my colleagues to
carefully consider a more effective means of
improving the well-being of low-wage earners
in need: the earned income tax credit. The
reason is simple: targeting. The eamned
income tax credit, H.R. 4119, is structured to
provide benefits based on need. The minimum
wage cannot do that. The earned income tax
credit would to a long way toward alleviating
poverty because it offers benefits directly to
those with low incomes and particularly to
low-income families with children. The mini-
mum wage is not so targeted. It is an ineffi-
cent shotgun approach to a serious problem.
Earning the minimum wage is not equal to
being in poverty. Obviously, then, raising the
minimum wage will not eliminate or even sig-
nificantly address the poverty issue.

If we are to offer genuine help to individuals
and families with low incomes, we ought to
look to the earned income tax credit to do it. |
want to commend my colleague from Wiscon-
sin for bringing this constructive alternative,
H.R. 4119, to the House. | urge my colleagues
to join this bipartisan effort renewing our com-
mitment to genuinely contributing to the well-
being of the American worker.

At this point, | would like to insert in the
Recorp the testimony of Robert D. Reis-
chauer of The Brookings Institute to the
Senate Finance Committee on this issue:
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TESTIMONY OF ROBERT D. REISCHAUER,” THE
BROOKINGS INSTITUTION, BEFORE THE SUB-
COMMITTEE ON SOCIAL SECURITY AND
Famiry PoLicy OF THE COMMITTEE ON FI-
NANCE, U.S. SENATE, FEBRUARY 23, 1987
During the past few years, a good deal of

effort has been directed at making welfare
recipients more self-sufficient. Work-welfare
initiatives have proliferated; experimental
or full-scale programs have been started in
39 states. Some of these programs offer
modest job readiness and job search assist-
ance while others are providing comprehen-
slve education and training approaches, sup-
plemented by supportive services such as
day care and transportation assistance.

It is still too early to judge whether or not
these efforts will markedly increase the
number of welfare recipients who are able
to work their way off of the welfare rolls,
However, our expectations for these pro-
grams should be modest, because, in many
cases, welfare recipients have little financial
incentive to strive for independence.

This lack of incentive does not arise be-
cause welfare benefits are so sumptuous.
They are not. In no state does the combina-
tion of AFDC and food stamps support a
family at or above poverty level; in the aver-
age state, these programs provide assistance
for a family of three that amounts to less
than three-quarters of the poverty thresh-
old. Moreover, the adequacy of these bene-
fits has eroded over the past decade, Be-
tween 1976 and 1986, the real value of
AFDC and food stamp benefits to a family
of three with no other income fell by 18 per-
cent in the average state.

Instead, the major reason for the lack of
incentive is the low level of income that
most AFDC recipients can expect to earn
from the jobs that are available to them.
Over half of AFDC mothers do not have a
high school diploma, close to one-third have
no previous work experience, and the vast
majority of those who have held a job
worked in relatively unskilled occupations.
With little education, few skills, and not
much in the way of work experience, most
recipients can only expect to secure low-
wage jobs that offer few fringe benefits—in
other words, jobs that do not pay enough to
lift a family out of poverty.

The experience of poorly-educated women
who are currently working bears this out. In
1985, over half of the working women who
lacked high school diplomas held jobs that,
on a full-time, full-year basis, did not pay
enough to support the median-size AFDC
family of three above the poverty threshold.
The earnings prospects for AFDC recipients
are likely to be even bleaker than those of
current workers because AFDC mothers
have less in the way of experience and skills
than the average current worker and, there-
fore, can not commend as high a wage.

Low wages is not the only reason why the
earnings prospects for welfare recipients are
limited. Many may find it difficult to work
full-time throughout the year and still ful-
fill their family responsibilities. Over half of
AFDC parents have two or more children to
care for; in three-fifths of the families the
youngest child is a pre-schooler (under six
years of age). The neighborhoods in which
many AFDC recipients live lack community
facilities that provide constructive outlets
for children; some are sufficiently danger-
ous environments so that a responsible

* The views expressed in this testimony are those
of the author and should not be attributed to the
trustees, officers, or other staff members of the
Brookings Institution.
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parent may be reluctant to leave her chil-
dren unsupervised after school. Day care,
summer camp, after-school music lessons,
the Girl and Boy Scouts, and other activi-
ties that middle-class families with working
mothers rely on to substitute for parental
care are often not available options for the
low-income, single, working parent.

The fact that many AFDC mothers may
not be able to work full-time throughout
the year is not peculiar to this group. While
a great deal of attention has been focused
on the rising labor force participation rates
of women with small children, less attention
has been paid to the fact that many of these
women limit the number of hours that they
work. Two-thirds of married women with
children under six worked at some time
during 1984. However, a distinct minority of
such women—fewer than one in four—
worked full-time throughout the year. Some
27 percent worked fewer than 40 weeks
during the year and 24 percent held part-
time jobs. In total, close to two-thirds of
working married women with small children
did not work full-time throughout the year.

Unemployment is a third reason why the
earnings prospects for AFDC recipients may
be limited. Low-wage jobs employing un-
skilled labor tend to be relatively insecure
even in the best of economic times. Many
such jobs are in small firms which do not
have the financial resources to withstand
downturns in demand. Layoffs, therefore,
are more frequent. In addition, in some low-
wage jobs the workers face the choice of
quitting or being fired if they must miss
work for more than a few days. These jobs
often do not offer paid sick leave or vaca-
tions. Once unemployed, the poorly-educat-
ed, unskilled worker is likely to have a diffi-
cult time finding a new job and may, there-
fore, remain unemployed for a long period
of time. Women who have not completed
high scheol experience three to four times
as much unemployment as those who have
attended college. The bottom line is that
the welfare recipient who does find a job
will be more likely than the average worker
to experience some unemployment during
the year.

If the nation expects the work-welfare ini-
tiatives to significantly increase self-suffi-
ciency among welfare recipients, more must
be done to ensure that there exist strong fi-
nancial incentives to work. Those who work
must be clearly better off than those who
remain dependent. This will require action
on three fronts.

First, the overall economy needs to be
strengthened. As long as almost 7 percent of
the labor force is unemployed and 14 per-
cent of women without high school diplo-
mas are looking for work, welfare mothers
are going to have a difficult time competing
for the jobs that are available. Much would
be gained if the overall unemployment rate
could be reduced. This would tighten up the
low-skill labor market, making it easier for
AFDC mothers to find and keep jobs. A
tighter labor market would also push up the
wages for low-skill jobs.

In a nation that has had a difficult time
maintaining both high employment and low
inflation, it is unlikely that we can rely on a
healthy economy alone to provide strong fi-
nancial incentives for welfare recipients to
strive for self-sufficiency. A second way to
strengthen these incentives is to reduce the
barriers that AFDC mothers face when they
consider entering the labor force. One im-
pediment is the loss of the health insurance
coverage that welfare recipients are provid-
ed through the Medicaid program. Many
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jobs available to an AFDC mother do not
provide group health insurance. For exam-
ple, in 1984 three-quarters of the women
working in the service sector were not cov-
ered by an employer- or union-provided
group health plan. Of women who worked
full-time in jobs that paid less than $10,000
per year, 57 percent lacked job-related
health insurance; 87 percent of women who
worked part-time in such jobs did not have
group health coverage. While those who
lost their AFDC benefits because their earn-
ings rise are covered by Medicaid for nine
months, some may need more time to estab-
lish themselves in the labor force and find
adequate and affordable health insurance.

Child care is a second impediment that
can limit the participation of welfare moth-
ers in the labor force. Several states have
initiated work-welfare programs which have
emphasized the provision of child care, but
more will have to be done if there is to be a
substantial increase in employment of wel-
fare mothers. At the federal level, middle-
and upper-class working mothers receive
benefits through the tax code’s child and
dependent care credit. However, low-income
working mothers have not received much
help from this provision because few can
afford paid child care and because the credit
is limited and non-refundable. In 1983, less
than one percent of the tax credit's benefits
went to families with incomes below $10,000.

Under the provision of the Tax Reform
Act of 1986, families with incomes below
roughly 110 percent of the poverty thresh-
old will not be eligible for this credit be-
cause they will have no tax liabilities and
the credit is not refundable, If the fraction
of eligible child care expenditures were
raised from 30 to 50 percent for those in the
lowest income bracket and the credit were
made refundable, AFDC mothers contem-
plating work could be helped with their
child care expenses in a simply and non-in-
trusive way.

The third front on which action is needed
to increase the work incentives for welfare
recipients is wage policy. In high-benefit
states, the earnings from a low-wage job
may not be much more than the assistance
that is offered by welfare. Few of these jobs
are likely to keep a family from being poor.
The earnings for a full-time, full-year mini-
mum wage job are not enough to keep a
mother with one child out of poverty. A
mother with three children would have to
earn more than $5.25 per hour to keep her
family from being poor.

The ideal way to increase the earnings po-
tential of AFDC mothers is to raise their
productivity through increased education,
training and work experience. Some of the
state work-welfare initiative take this ap-
proach. However, such policies take time,
have proven difficult to do well, and often
are not realistic for adults who are not
highly motivated.

While awaiting the results of education
and training programs, more direct steps
can be taken to boost the earnings of these
workers. One option is an hourly wage sub-
sidy like that which Robert I. Lerman of
Brandeis University has proposed.! Another
is an expansion of the existing Earned
Income Tax Credit (EITC). There are two
advantages of relying on the EITC: first, it
does not require the creation of a new and
complex program structure; second, it offers

! Robert I. Lerman, “Separating Income Support
from Income Supplementation”, The Journal: The
Institute for Socioeconomic Studies, Volume X, No.
3, Autumn 1985,
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a practical method of adjusting the earnings
of low-income workers to reflect differences
in family financial responsibilities.

When the modifications of the Tax
Reform Act of 1986 are fully implemented
in 1988, the EITC will provide families with
dependent children a 14 percent credit on
their earnings up to $6,210.2 (See pages A-2
to A-11 for a description of the current
EITC.) The maximum credit of $869 will be
reduced by $0.10 for every dollar of income
the family has over $9,780. Thus, families
will receive a credit until their incomes
exceed $18,470. If the credit is larger than
the family’s tax liability, the excess will be
refunded to the taxpayer.

In effect, the EITC is an earnings supple-
ment for very low-income families with chil-
dren because such families do not have tax
liabilities under the Tax Reform Act of 1986
and, therefore, will receive their EITC as a
refund. It will be a strong inducement to
those holding low-wage, part-time jobs—the
kind of jobs that many AFDC mothers may
find most readily available, For example, an
AFDC mother who takes a $4.00 per hour
job will receive from the EITC an extra
$0.56 per hour for each hour that she works
up to 1,552 hours a year; this is roughly
three-quarters time.

However, as currently structured, the as-
sistance provided by the EITC is smaller rel-
ative to the income needs of large families
than it is for small families. This is the case
because the credit does not vary by family
size although the amount needed to keep a
family out of poverty rises as family size in-
creases. Thus, a single mother with one
child who earns just enough to reach the
poverty threshold will get an EITC credit of
$869 in 1988, while a mother of four who
earns just enough to bring her family's
income up to the poverty line will get a
credit of less than half that amount. For
larger families with poverty-level earnings,
the EITC does not even offset the social se-
curity taxes the worker must pay (see pages
A-4 to A-T).

If the EITC were modified to provide
larger credits for families with greater
needs, these inequities would be reduced,
the tax system would be more effective at
reducing poverty among the working popu-
lation, and the welfare-dependent popula-
tion would have a stronger incentive to
enter the labor force. A number of the
study commissions and task forces which
have examined the shortcomings of the cur-
rent welfare system have reported a family
size adjustment to the EITC (see page A-1).

One straightforward method of adjusting
the EITC by family size would be to in-
crease the credit rate according to the
number of dependent children in the
family. The current rate of 14 percent could
be maintained for families with one child,
and four percentage points could be added
for each additional child. Thus, a family
with two children would receive a credit of
18 percent; a family with three children a
credit of 22 percent; and a family of four or
more children a credit of 26 percent (see
pages A-12 to A-21 for a description of this
alternative).

This modification would add roughly $250
per child to the maximum credit that a
family could receive. It would ensure that,
for virtually all, the EITC would offset the
social security taxes that poor families with
children were required to pay. It would also
substantially increase the likelihood that a

2 All of the figures for 1088 are estimates based
on assumed rates of inflation.
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welfare mother with several children could
earn enough from a wage, supplemented by
the EITC, to leave the welfare system.

In an efficlent market economy such as
ours, workers are paid according to their
productivity, not according to the numbers
of mouths they must feed. For those with
positive tax liabilities, we rely on the per-
sonal exemption provision in the tax code to
ensure that large families have more dispos-
able income than small families with equal
pre-tax incomes. In 1988, this exemption
will be worth $292.50 per child for most
families. A family with two children will pay
$292.50 less in federal taxes and, therefore,
have that much more income to spend on
food, clothing, and other necessities than
the family who earns the same income but
has only one child. By adjusting the EITC
by family size, this same principle can be ex-
tended to working parents who do not earn
enough to owe federal income taxes.

Such a reform would help the millions of
working poor in this nation. It would also
provide a greater incentive for welfare re-
cipients to work. When combined with
strong economic growth and a reduction in
the employment barriers facing welfare re-
cipients, an enhanced EITC could help
ensure that the nation’s effort to substitute
work for welfare succeeds,

RECENT SUPPORT FOR VARYING THE EITC BY
FamiLy Size

“We also recommend that the EITC be
amended to increase credits for larger num-
bers of children.”—"“One Child in Four,”
'll‘ghs% American Public Welfare Association,

“We should go beyond the assistance pro-
vided to the working poor in the Tax
Reform Act of 1986. We should provide fur-
ther tax relief to the working poor by vary-
ing the Earned Income Tax Credit by family
size and by assuring that the ratio of the
tax threshold to median family income be at
least kept constant over time.”"—Ladders
Out Of Poverty,” The Project on the Wel-
fare of Families, 1986. (Bruce Babbitt and
Arthur Fleming, Co-chairs).

“We also propose that the EITC vary by
family size. Under the new tax law, the
maximum credit a family can claim is raised
to $800 by 1988 and would be phased out for
workes earnings between $9,000 and $17,000.
While this is an important step, it does not
respond adequately to the needs of working
poor families, especially large families.

Varying the EITC by family size would ap-
proximate a children’s allowance for low-
income families. Every industrialized coun-
try except the United States recognizes the
importance of children through some sort
of universal child allowance. Using the
Earned Income Tax Credit to increase the
earned income available to working-poor
and near-poor families will bolster the ef-
forts by parents to support their children
through work.”"—“A New Social Contract,”
Task Force on Poverty and Welfare, State
of New York, 1986. (Submitted to Governor
Mario M. Cuomo).

“The EITC could be modified by introduc-
ing a “per child” factor. For example, if an
eligible family has three children, the
amount of income on which they could earn
the credit would increase accordingly.”—
“The Family: Preserving America’s Future,”
White House Working Group on the
Family, 1986.

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, | commend the
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. PeTRI] for
taking out this special order so that we can
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discuss more fully his proposal on the earned
income tax credit.

It is appropriate that this proposal be dis-
cussed in connection with the minimum wage
legislation, because if the goal of such legisia-
tion is to help the poor, an increase in the
earned income tax credit would do a much
better job of it than simply to increase the
minimum wage.

Virtually every analysis, from whatever
source, admits that a significant increase in
the minimum wage of the amount being pro-
posed would cost jobs, somewhere between
100,000 and 900,000. These would be jobs
taken away from the poor in many cases. So
you would be increasing the income of some
at the expense of jobs for others. An increase
in the earned income tax credit, however,
would increase the income of low income
families without costing jobs.

It is also important to note that an increase
in the minimum wage would not assist those
low income families with large numbers of
family members who may be earning slightly
more than the proposed minimum, but still not
enough to support their families. The earned
income tax proposal, adequately on the other
hand, would actually increase the income
level of such families, by upwards of $2,500
annually.

This is a proposal that should be consid-
ered as part of the minimum wage proposal,
because it is the only effective way we can
truly assist the working poor. It would also be
an important incentive under welfare reform to
help move people off the welfare rolls and
into the workforce. | have asked the Rules
Committee to make the Petri proposal in order
in connection with the minimum wage bill, and
| hope it will do so.

| would ask at this point to include a letter
we received from the Office of Management
and Budget providing cost estimates of the
Petri proposal.

OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET,
Washington, DC, April 18, 1988.
Hon. RoeerT H. MICHEL,
Republican Leader, House of Representa-
tives, Washington, DC.

Dear Mr. Leaper: This is in response to
your letter of March 14th in which you
asked for an estimate of the cost to the Fed-
eral Government of raising the minimum
wage over four years to $5.05 an hour, as ap-
proved by the House Education and Labor
Committee, As you thought, there are cer-
tain programs whose expenses would be di-
rectly affected by an increase in the mini-
mum wage. The Federal budget would defi-
nitely not be insulated from this increase.

A conservative estimate puts the direct
effect on the annual budget deficit at about
$2% billion by 1992, when the final stage of
the proposed increase in the minimum wage
is in place. This consists of a direct increase
in outlays of $1.0 billion, and a loss of $1.4
billion in tax receipts because fewer young
and unskilled workers will be employed. The
total budget costs are likely to be several
times larger than the direct budget costs
when the indirect (ripple) effects on the
economy of the higher minimum wage are
taken into account.

We have identified five areas where out-
lays would be directly affected by a higher
minimum age: the Summer Youth Employ-
ment and Training Program, the College-
Work Study Program, Community Service
Employment for Older Americans, unem-
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ployment insurance benefits, and DOD pay-
ments to employees paid out of receipts
from business transacted at post exchanges
and the like, The combined increase in
annual outlays for these areas is about $1
billion by 1892.

A higher minimum wage would also have
direct effects on the revenue side of the
budget. The most serious consequence of a
higher minimum wage would be to hold
down employment of young and inexperi-
enced workers. We estimate that by 1992,
when the proposed legislation takes full
effect, employment for workers aged 16 to
24 would be lower by roughly 850,000 jobs.
These lost jobs will raise the already high
teenage unemployment by about 3 percent-
age points, reversing the gains of the last six
years. They represent lost wages and lost
opportunities for young workers. Lost wages
also mean lost Federal revenues. The de-
cline in annual Federal income and payroll
tax receipts because of this lost income
equals $1.4 billion in 1992.

In addition to the above direct effects,
there are potentially large indirect (ripple)
effects that could widen the budget deficit
further., Workers who earn more than the
minimum wage may seek wage increases to
restore, at least partially, the differential
they previously enjoyed relative to mini-
mum wage workers, These second-round
wage increases could lead to increases in in-
flation, especially if no action is taken by
the monetary authorities to offset it.
Higher inflation will raise the costs of enti-
tlement programs. In the case of Medicare
and Medicaid, a higher minimum wage
would raise annual program costs by an esti-
mated $3/4 billion by 1992. Procurement ex-
penses are likely to rise as well. The pro-
curement budget is $200 billion, so even
minor increases in average prices have sig-
nificant budgetary consequences. For exam-
ple, if the proposed increase in the mini-
mum wage raises the average price of goods
purchased by the Federal Government by as
little as 0.5 percent, it would raise procure-
ment costs by $1 billion.

If the monetary authorities resist the in-
flationary pressures, output and employ-
ment will be reduced beyond the direct ef-
fects of the increase in minimum wage. This
would lead to further increases in the defi-
cit. A number of estimates have been made
of these budget effects using major macro-
economic models of the economy. Depend-
ing on the wage-price interactions and the
specific response of the Federal Reserve to
the potential inflationary pressures, the
budget deficit increase is in the range of $4
to $9 billion by 1992,

In summary, the proposed minimum wage
legislation is likely to raise the budget defi-
cit by at least $2% billion. The total direct
and indirect effects on the budget could be
two to four times higher.

Sincerely yours,
James C. MILLER III,
Director.

Mr. HOUGHTON. Mr. Speaker, the “tinker-
ers” are at it again—this time here on the Hill
with the Federal minimum wage.

In the House, several options are being
marketed: One such option is to hike the mini-
mum wage four steps from the present $3.35
rate to $5.05 per hour by 1991. Another
option would push the rate to $4 by 1990, still
another would go to $4.35. In a similar vein,
some suggest increasing the earned income
tax credit for full-time, minimum wage workers
with families.
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| believe that our minimum wage could
stand an increase. After all, nothing has been
done since 1981. But the big question is how
much, Clearly, the cost of living has outpaced
this static figure. As a result, the “purchasing
power” of the 4.7 million minimum wage earn-
ers—which is less than 5 percent of the work-
force—is considerably less than it was 7 years
ago. In fact I've found the attitude among
some to be, “Why work for a living when you
can make more on welfare?"’ Obviously, put-
ting more money into the pockets of those
struggling under or around the poverty line
helps those who are barely making it from
going over the edge.

Many of the owners of smaller businesses
in my district—the southern tier of New York
State—have told me in the last few months
that a large increase could cripple their oper-
ations—and along with this, hurt a lot of jobs
in our area. And the argument goes, what
good is a higher wage if the jobs don't exist?
So, I've been asking is it possible to straddle
both needs—increase the minimum wage to
help those living below the poverty level with-
out shocking our businesses and forcing lay-
offs? | think it is. But the balance between
what to do to help those in need and what it
takes to provide jobs is very delicate. Our
thrust here then must be sensitive to the
human lives involved, yet appropriate to main-
tain this economy’s uneasy balance.

How do we do this? First, | believe we can
increase the wage in smaller, more sustain-
able steps to give our smaller businesses at
least the room to adjust. Then—if our prime
aim is to help the neediest—why not nudge
up the existing earned income tax credit for
low-income workers who support families?
This acts as a progressive wage supplement
for the low-income worker and encourages
people to work while taking the total burden of
an increase from the shoulders of business,
and ultimately, the consumer.

Let me explain what | mean. The tax credit
works this way: If a full-time worker who main-
tains a home with one or more children earns
$5,700 in wages, under the present law he or
she is entitled to an $800 cash refund from
the government—even if he or she doesn't
even owe any taxes. This is done on a sliding
scale. The more a family earner makes, the
less he receives as a refund. Now, under the
new proposal, a person with one child might
earn as much as $7,100 a year and get an
even higher refund—maybe in the range of
$1,000.

What this plan would do is link the amount
a family worker receives to the number of de-
pendents in his or her household. For exam-
ple, a working mother of four might receive a
$2,500 refund—the new refund ceiling. The
present ceiling is around $800. The trouble, of
course, with this approach, is that it costs the
Government money—about $1.5 billion more
a year, according to the Congressional Budget
Office. But that cost would, | assume, be at
least partially offset by a drop in the welfare
population. That's important, too.

Now this can get awfully confusing, but in
the last analysis, | have to believe that such a
tax credit change would put money where it is
needed the most. Census data tells us that
about one-third of those earning the minimum
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wage are full-time workers. Of that number,
fewer than 25 percent are heads of house-
holds. We're talking about a relatively small,
targeted group—yet a group which must
depend on minimum wage jobs to survive, and
to avoid welfare.

So if we really want to get at the problem of
poverty in this country, let's do it and do it
regularly—not wrench the minimum wage
ahead so abruptly that it destroys the chances
of those it intends to help. If Congress wants
to help the needy, a knee-jerk reaction isn't
the answer. As with anything of such magni-
tude, it requires care and a very special sense
of balance.

Mr. BALLENGER. Mr. Speaker, | appreciate
the opportunity tonight to rise and speak in
favor of H.R. 4119, the Jobs Enhancement for
Families Act, authored by the distinguished
gentleman from Wisconsin, Representative
PETRI.

| joined Mr. PETRI as an original cosponsor
of H.R. 4119. | did so because | am convinced
that this proposal is the proper way to ad-
dress the problems of the working poor, as
opposed to raising the minimum wage to
$5.05 per hour over 4 years.

If Congress wants to raise the price of a Big
Mac and put a lot of teenagers out of work,
the best way to do that is to increase the min-
imum wage.

However, if you want to aid the working
poor—those who need and deserve a helping
hand—the most sensible solution is H.R.
4119.

H.R. 4119 has a goal identical to increasing
the minimum wage: it would provide direct fi-
nancial assistance to workers at the bottom
rung of the economic ladder. And, it would ac-
complish that goal without throwing thousands
out of work or endangering the competitive-
ness of our Nation.

H.R. 4119 would increase after-tax earn-
ings, the take-home pay that buys groceries
and clothes, by revamping and expanding the
provision of the U.S tax code called the
“earned income tax credit.”

This innovative approach does more than
pay lip service to solving the problems of the
working poor. It targets the assistance to
those who really need it, without putting their
jobs at risk.

| would like to make a part of the record, a
recent editorial | wrote on the Petri proposal,
entited “A Better Way to Help the Working
Poor."

| urge all my colleagues to break out of the
mindset that exists regarding the minimum
wage. Increasing the minimum wage is not a
panacea. Numerous studies clearly demon-
strate that raising the minimum wage throws
the lower skilled and unskilled employee out
of work. However, no study illustrates this
point as well as a letter | received on May 2 of
this year from a mother in my district. My con-
stitutent has a retarded son, who is employed
and is self-supporting. She fears, however,
that as the minimum wage is raised, her son
will be among those who will lose their job. |
would like to include her letter as part of my
statement.

Expanding and reshaping the earned
income tax credit provides us with a credible,
workable and better alternative. | urge my col-
leagues to support it.
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| would also like to include information on
the effect of mininum wage increases on nurs-
ing home costs.

MRrs. SAMUEL JAMES BROWN, Jr.,
Guastonia, NC, April 25, 1988.

Hon. Cass BALLENGER,
House of Representatives, Washington, DC.

Dear MR. BALLENGTR, My son is retarded
but he works every day and he Is self sup-
porting. He works for a janitorial service
and his pay is probably little more than the
present minimum wage. Rodney’s work pro-
duction is not worth more than that and if
the federal government keeps raising the
minimum wage, employers will keep cutting
back on their employees and demanding
more production—and better producers.
There won't be any jobs for the Rodneys or
the untrained school Kkids. Please vote
against raising the minimum wage.

Yours truly,
RUTH BROWN,
[From The Charlotte Observer, Apr. 16,
19881

A BETTER WAY TO HELP THE WORKING POOR.
(By U.S. Rep. Cass Ballenger)

WasHIiNeTON.—If Congress wants to raise
the price of a Big Mac and put a lot of teen-
agers out of work, the best way to do that is
to increase the minimum wage.

If it wants to aid the working poor—those
who need and deserve a helping hand—the
most sensible solution is one offered by
Congresseman Tom Petri, R.-Wisc.

Congressman Petri’s proposal has a goal
identical to increasing the minimum wage:
It would provide direct financial assistance
to workers at the bottom rung of the
income ladder. And it would accomplish
that goal without a harmful impact on
American competitiveness.

Unfortunately, it now appears unlikely
that Congress will have a chance to debate
the merits of these two quite different pro-
posals

Instead, it will probably have only the
option of voting for or against a bill drafted
by Congressman Augustus Hawkins, D.-
Calif., which would increase the minimum
wage from $3.35 to $5.05 an hour by 1992.

Congress last amended the Fair Labor
Standards Act in 1977, raising the federal
minimun wage more than 46% over a four-
year period. The last 25-cent increase went
into effect in 1982.

Those who favor the current proposed in-
crease argue that raising the minimum wage
benefits low-paid, unskilled and entry-level
workers. They would reduce poverty by
simply paying a higher base wage.

Does that make sense? Well, at first blush
it certainly sounds reasonable.

But if the solution to poverty is that
simple, why stop at a $5.05 minimum wage?
Let's raise it to $20 an hour and guarantee
every entry level, low-skilled worker $40,000
a year.

Ridiculous? Of course, but the principle is
the same.

MINIMUM WAGE HIKE'S COST

The fact is that increasing the minimum
wage has its costs. It is estimated, for exam-
ple, that the 1977 action by Congress result-
ed in:

The direct loss of 644,000 jobs. These were
marginal jobs eliminated by employers in an
effort to hold the line on overall labor costs.

Unmeasured  “disemployment.”  This
means that many jobs were not created be-
cause they could not be justified under the
higher minimum wage.
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Inflation: as much as a 6.5% increase in
the rate of inflation over a four-year period.

If a minimum wage increase puts more
people out of work, reduces the number of
new jobs and causes the cost of products
and services to increase, who benefits?

A study published in American Economic
Review states:

“There is practically no evidence that
minimum wage rate provisions increase the
earnings or improve the poverty position of
the least educated . .. Thus the minimum
wage policy appears to be a poor policy with
effects that often have been misunderstood
or misrepresented.”

The Minimum Wage Study Commission,
established by Congress in 1977, noted that
nine out of 10 U.S. families are worse off
when the minimum wage is increased.

These are views not only embraced by a
conservative, business-oriented congressman
from North Carolina. They also reflect the
editorial position of the New York Times,
which often represents the opinion of some-
what more liberal thinkers.

Congressman Petri’s bill, called the Job
Enhancement for Families Act (House Reso-
lution 4119), attacks the root problem of the
working poor. It increases after-tax earn-
ings, the take-home pay that buys groceries
and clothes.

His bill would revamp and expand a provi-
sion of the U.S tax code called the “earned
income tax credit.” This is also known as
the “negative income tax.”

Here's how it works:

A family with one child that earns, say,
$8,000 a year would normally pay income
taxes of just over $1,000. Under the Petri
plan, this family would be entitled to a tax
credit of $1,500, or an amount in excess of
their taxes. This family’s tax obligation
would be reduced to zero. Each week, that
family would have an extra $90-plus a
month to pay for essentials of everyday
living.

The tax credit would be phased out be-
tween incomes of $8,000 and $18,000 a year.
Those who need help the most would get
the most help.

Thus Congressman Petri's proposal would
accomplish the stated goal of those who ad-
vocate an increase in the minimum wage—
without putting jobs at risk or threatening
U.S. business competitiveness.

PETRI PLAN PAYS OFF

The estimated direct cost of this plan to
the federal government, in terms of lost tax
revenue, is put at between $1.5 billion and
$2 billion a year.

But there are also savings. The tax credit
would be considered income in calculating
welfare benefits, including Aid to Families
with Dependent Children (AFDC). With the
federal share of AFDC, food stamps and
Medicare costs now costing some $50 billion
a year, only 3 to 4% of that figure would
have to be saved to pay the entire cost of
the Petri proposal.

The direct loss of revenue under the Petri
plan has the further advantage of forcing
Congress to face up to its pledge to balance
benefits and costs under Gramm-Rudman-
Hollings guidelines. That's tough medicine,
but it's far more responsible than a mini-
mum wage increase whose greater—and
more far-reaching—impact is cleverly
hidden in nearly every segment of the econ-
omy.

It will come as no surprise that I intend to
vote against an increase in the minimum
wage. I will do so because it would hurt the
people it is supposed to help, not to mention
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those who would suffer by its concealed in-
flationary affect.

But there is an alternative that would
truly help the working poor, without creat-
ing a new spiral of inflation and putting
young fast-food workers out of work.

During the coming weeks I will urge my
colleagues in Washington to consider join-
ing in support of Congressman Petri's pro-
posal. It deserves the thoughtful and seri-
ous consideration that it probably won't get.

Mr. DEWINE. Mr. Speaker, | would like to
express my support for legislation, introduced
by essman Tom PETRI of Wisconsin,
that would help working low-income families.
The Job Enhancement For Families Act would
increase the earned income tax credit for low-
income people to encourage them to support
their families through work rather than through
welfare.

| have written an article, which has been
published in the Marysville Journal-Tribune of
Marysville, OH and the Circleville Herald of
Circleville, OH, that outlines my support for
this legislation. | submit the article for inclu-
sion in today's RECORD:

[From the Circleville Herald, Mar. 30, 1988]
Mike DEWINE—WASHINGTON REPORT

Most of us would agree that helping
people on welfare find and keep useful jobs
is the best way to cut poverty and reduce
welfare costs.

But in some cases, low-income families
make more money on welfare than they
make on the job. Some find that their skills
do not enable them to earn as much as they
could receive on welfare. Others remain
caught in a welfare trap, facing financial
penalties for trying to escape.

These situations discourage many low-
income people from entering the work force.
As a society, we need to take steps to im-
prove the economic incentives for America's
working poor and for those who are trying
to get off welfare.

The Job Enhancement For Families Act,
introduced by Congressman Tom Petri of
Wisconsin, would go a long way to help
working low-income families. This legisla-
tion would increase and reform the Earned
Income Tax Credit (EITC), which is a wage
supplement for workers who are trying to
support families on low incomes.

Under current law, the EITC is a tax
credit of 14 percent of the first $5,714
earned by an eligible person who maintains
a home for one or more children. Those who
earn under $17,000 are eligible for the
credit, and the maximum credit is $800.

The Job Enhancement For Families Act
would increase the tax credit based on need
which would be determined by family size.
This legislation would increase the tax
credit for each additional child, up to a
maximum of $2,500 for a family with four
or more children.

According to the Institute for Research on
the Economics of Taxation, expanding the
Earned Income Tax Credit for the working
poor ‘“‘encourages job creation, helps those
workers most who need the most help, and
reduces government spending.”

This legislation would help low-income
people support their families by working
rather than through welfare. I believe it's
better to supplement the wages of workers
than it is to have these same people drop
out of the work force so they can receive
more money through welfare programs.

I believe this legislation would benefit
low-income families, taxpayers, and the
economy.
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[From the Marysville Journal-Tribune, Apr.
1, 19881

HELPING THE WORKING POOR

Most of us would agree that helping
people on welfare find and keep useful jobs
is the best way to cut poverty and reduce
welfare costs.

But in some cases, low-income families
make more money on welfare than they
make on the job. Some find that their skills
do not enable them to earn as much as they
could receive on welfare, Others remain
caught in a welfare trap, facing financial
penalties for trying to escape.

These situations discourage many low-
income people from entering the work force,
As a soclety, we need to take steps to im-
prove the economic incentives for America’'s
working poor and for those who are trying
to get off welfare.

The Job Enhancement For Families Act,
introduced by Congressman Tom Petri of
Wisconsin, would go a long way to help
working low-income families, This legisla-
tion would increase and reform the Earned
Income Tax Credit (EITC), which is a wage
supplement for workers who are trying to
support families on low incomes.

Under current law, the EITC is a tax
credit of 14 percent of the first $5,714
earned by an eligible person who maintains
a home for one or more children. Those who
earn under $17,000 are eligible for the
credit, and the maximum credit is $800.

The Job Enhancement For Families Act
would increase the tax credit based on need
which would be determined by family size.
This legislation would increase the tax
credit for each additional child, up to a
maximum of $2,500 for a family with four
or more children.

According to the Institute for Research on
the Economics of Taxation, expanding the
Earned Income Tax Credit for the working
poor “encourages job creation, helps those
workers most who need the most help, and
reduces government spending.”

This legislation would help low-income
people support their families by working
rather than through welfare. I believe it's
better to supplement the wages of workers
that it is to have these same people drop out

of the work force so they can receive more -

money through welfare programs.

I believe this legislation would benefit
low-income families, taxpayers, and the
economy.

Mr. GREEN. Mr. Speaker, | should like to
thank my colleague from Wisconsin [Mr.
PeTRI], for his leadership in sponsoring this
special order on the minimum wage and the
earned income tax credit. As Members of
Congress review the current minimum wage
legislation (H.R. 1834), | believe we must
carefully evaluate the economic and social
costs of such a proposal.

At great risk of inflation, we have devalued
our currency in order to increase our competi-
tiveness internationally. Thus far it has been
effective, but we must not ignore the serious
inflationary pressures this Nation continues to
face. To undermine those efforts by a 50-per-
cent upthrust in our wage structure is lunatic,
yet that is what the minimum wage bill would
do, since its wage increases would quickly be
followed by like percentage increases in
higher parts of the wage structure to maintain
skill differentials. Clearly a worker's wage is
valued not only for its purchasing power, but
also for the relative status it implies.
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Another extremely important issue relevant
to debates on the mimimum wage is the rela-
tionship between that wage and the poverty
level. Study after study shows that only a very
low percentage of workers at or immediately
above the minimum wage are from poverty
households. Economists at the Congressional
Budget Office have estimated that among
those paid $3.35 in March 1985, only 18.5
percent were in families below the poverty
level.

In fact, the minimum wage is plainly for
most an introductory wage for teenagers and
part timers. In March 1985, teenagers held
almost one-third of all jobs paying the mini-
mum wage. According to 1984 wage data,
only 18 percent of minimum wage earners re-
ported having worked full time, year-round, as
compared with 59 percent of the workers with
wage rates above the minimum.

For numerous reasons, raising the minimum
wage would not be the best way to aid the
working poor. Too many workers would lose
their jobs or lose job opportunities. While esti-
mates vary, several studies have concluded
that if the minimum wage is increased from
$3.35 to $5.05 over 4 years as proposed by
H.R. 1834, as many as 500,000 jobs may be
lost. This legislation would also add an esti-
mated 0.2 to 0.3 percentage points to the
annual inflation rate. For the less than 20 per-
cent of the mimimum wage earners who are in
poverty households, let us assist them without
destroying the whole economy.

Instead of following a foolhardy and infla-
tionary approach, let us provide targeted as-
sistance to that population. A restructuring of
the existing earned income tax credit [EITC] is
the ideal solution, and a lot less expensive
overall. An expanded EITC, which would pro-
vide a direct wage supplement based on
family size, clearly offers a mechanism for put-
ting more money into the pockets of low-wage
workers. EITC could be estimated in advance
and added to the recipient’s regular paycheck.
In expressing support of EITC, a New York
Times editorial noted, “Congress owes the
working poor well-designed help, not a well-in-
tentioned illusion” like an increased minimum
wage. | urge my distinguished colleagues in
Congress to support Mr. PETRI's EITC propos-
al as an effective alternative to an increase in
the minimum wage.

| believe my colleagues would be interested
in seeing some articles on this issue.

| include these articles to be inserted in the
RECORD at this point.

[From the New York Times, Apr. 12, 1988]
MINIMUM WAGE: A PERVERSE PoLIiCY
(By John Raisian and George J. Stigler)

Paro Avro, CaLir.—Congress appears
ready to approve an increase in the Federal
minimum wage, a perverse policy that hurts
the low-income families it seeks to help. A
bill calling for a $5.05 minimum recently
passed the House Education and Labor
Committee, and a similar bill calling for
$4.65 is pending in the Senate Labor Com-
mittee.

Adding to the momentum, 54 economists
wrote a letter to Congress in support of in-
creasing the minimum wage from the cur-
rent $3.35 an hour to $4.65, and thereafter
pegging the minimum to one-half of the av-
erage hourly wage for nonsupervisory work-
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ers. Congress and the public should not
assume, however, that this letter puts forth
the majority view among economists.

In fact, the contention of the 54 that a
higher minimum wage would not raise the
unemployment rate appreciably is at odds
with the opinion of the overwhelming ma-
jority of economists, who were surveyed on
this question in the May 1979 issue of the
American Economic Review. Moreover, the
54 fail to consider the potential effect on
employment.

In addition to layoffs, the reduction in
employment would take the form of unfilled
vacancies, job elimination and substitution
of part-time for full-time jobs. Since the un-
employment rate does not include either
workers who drop out of the labor force or
jobs that employers decide not to fill the
actual effects of a higher minimum wage on
employment are not fully measured. Hence,
& higher minimum wage could lower total
employment significantly, even though the
unemployment rate might not rise dramati-
cally.

The 54 economists see the minimum wage
as “a social contract to protect the standard
of living of the working poor.” Yet a social
contract that eliminates one’s job would
seem to injure, not protect, that person’'s
standard of living. Again, they state that “a
worker paid at the present minimum wage
of $3.35 per hour earns $6,700 on a full time
year round job ., . . an annual income more
than $1,900 below the official poverty
threshold for a family of three.” This state-
ment seems to imply that such a situation is
typical for a minimum-wage worker. It is
not.

Indeed, it is [lluminating to review the
characteristics and circumstances of a
worker earning a wage that is at or below
$3.35 an hour. As of the mid-1980's, there
were approximately 5 million such workers,
representing less than 5 percent of total em-
ployment.

About these 5 million, census figures tell
us the following: 58 percent were between
the ages of 16 and 24; 76 percent were not
the heads of a household; 65 percent were
part-time workers; 81 percent were in fami-
lies with income above the Federal poverty
line; 70 percent were in families that had
one or more other workers; and, most signif-
icant, only 2.3 percent were both full-time,
full-year workers and in families below the
Federal poverty line. Thus, the typical mini-
mum wage worker is young, not the head of
a household, working part-time and not in
poverty.

For the sake of the affected workers, Con-
gress should oppose the minimum wage ini-
tiative. Low incomes should be combatted
by policies that raise the productivity of
poorly paid workers, not by overpricing the
workers’ services to employers.

[From the Atlanta Daily World, Oct. 8,
19871

Stuny Says MINIMUM WAGE INCREASE TIED
T0 POVERTY

An analysis of the minimum wage and the
rate of poverty in America shows a strong
correlation between minimum wage in-
creases and increases in poverty.

According to Professor James Bennett of
George Mason University, increasing the
minimum wage by $1.00 would increase the
rate of poverty by 1.56 percent.

Congress is presently considering legisla-
tion which would increase the minimum
wage by $1.35 to $4.65 an hour over the next
three years and index it thereafter to 50%
of the average hourly wage.
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Testimony supporting the legislation has
relied heavily on the fact that a single wage
earner earning the minimum wage does not
earn enough to support a family above the
federally established poverty level.

The new analysis was requested by the
Public Service Research Council when re-
cently released poverty figures showed that
poverty declined during years in which the
minimum wage was not increased and in-
creased when it was increased.

In a letter to Senator Ted Kennedy (D-
MA), the author of the legislation to in-
crease the minimum wage, David Denholm,
the President of the Public Service Re-
search Council, said that while the relation-
ship between increased minimum wages and
increased poverty was clear, the reason for
it was not. Denholm suggested that the cost
of goods and services upon which low
income families depend may be more sensi-
tive to minimum wage increases than
others. He cited a study which showed that
& 20 percent increase in the minimum wage
only increased the income of the lowest
income families by .02 percent and conclud-
ed that the consequences of a minimum
wage increase for America's poor will be
negative.

The Public Service Research Council,
which opposes the minimum wage increase
proposal, contends that it is being pushed
by organized labor to ‘“use the power of gov-
ernment to protect itself from the conse-
quences of its labor cartel activity by reduc-
ing competition from low wage earners.”

The Public Service Research Council is a
national citizens' organization concerned
with the influence of unions on public
policy and is the sponsor of Americans
Against Union Control of Government,

[From the Dallas Times Herald, Nov. 22,
19871
RaI1sING MINIMUM WaGE HELPS POOR VERY
LITTLE, PROFESSOR ARGUES
(By John Cunniff)

New Yorg.—The professor offered many
reasons why the minimum wage shouldn’t
be raised precipitously, but one of them
sounded particularly ironic. Such increases,
he said, seldom help those who need the
money.

“Impossible,” said a listener. “Isn’t it obvi-
ous that those lowest on the pay scale are
most in need of more money?”

Probably, he said, but the minimum wage
usually doesn't go to the minimum-income
households. In fact, he said, it seldom goes
to them. Most of the money, he contended,
ends up in the pockets of families with
above-average incomes.

“The minimum wage is earned primarily
by secondary earners’ from above-median
income families,” he stated firmly. Then he
dropped this bomb:

“In the retail industry, a major employer
of lower-wage workers, 70 percent of the re-
cipients come from families with incomes
more than 200 percent above the threshold
poverty level.”

Professor Willlam C. Dunkelberg, econo-
mist and dean of Temple University's
School of Business and Management, has a
penchant for puncturing popular assump-
tions, and this is one of his pets.

According to his estimates, low-income
workers account for little more than 10 per-
cent of all workers earning the minimum
wage. Thus, he argues, a higher minimum
wage cannot effectively redistribute income
to the poor.

A second defense of proposed minimum
wage increases—to $3.85 an hour to $4.25 to
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$4.65 over the next three years—is that the
cost is small. No way, says Dunkelberg.

Conservatively, he said, such increases
would result in a loss of $9 billion or $10 bil-
lion from the gross national product by
1990, an increase in the inflation rate of 0.2
percent to 0.3 percent, and an increase in
the jobless rate.

While he conceded that in percentage
terms any increase might be small, it might
not be in actual numbers, since any increase
at all in the jobless rate applies to a base of
110 million workers.

And who, he asked, do you think gets hurt
by those “slightly” higher jobless rates?
“Not us,” he said, to his listener,

Who, then? “Just those with few skills,
poor educations, unlucky draws in the ge-
netic lottery and young people,” he an-
swered. And for most of these people, “the
loss of jobs and job opportunities becomes
critical.”

Such increases also would hurt small busi-
nesses, often considered the primary creator
of jobs. He was asked how, and among the
reasons he offered, this one stood out:

“Small firms often are started with under
$20,000 in capital. An increase of $1 in the
minimum wage for such a firm with two
minimum wage employees would wipe out
20 percent or more of the capital of half the
new small firms starting in any given year.”

In response to a higher minimum wage,
many such companies would eliminate
entry-level jobs.

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Speaker, | commend my
colleague from Wisconsin for taking this time
to discuss a vitally important issue that will
come before the House in the next several
weeks. | am referring to efforts to increase the
Federal minimun wage from $3.35 to $5.05
over the next 4 years. As | am sure that all my
colleagues are aware, this is an extremely
emotional issue. | would like to take time now
to look at some of the facts surrounding this
issue.

Supporters of increasing the minimum wage
argue this increase on two grounds. First, that
the purchasing power of the $3.35 wage has
shrunk considerably since 1981 and thus
should be increased to cover inflation.
Second, that increasing the minimum wage
will help people pull themselves out of pover-
ty. These conclusions run contrary to all of the
evidence.

There is no doubt that the minimum wage
has lost purchasing power. In constant 1967
dollars, the minimum wage ranged from $1.25
to $1.40 an hour during the 1960’s and 1970’s
it is now worth about a dollar. During that
period, the minimum wage represented about
50 percent of average wages in the private
sector. It has dropped to 38 percent. This is
the scale used in H.R. 1834, the Kennedy-
Hawkins proposal. In addition, the full-time,
full-year earnings of an employee at minimum
wage were only 80 percent of the Federal
poverty level for a family of three. In a sense,
the minimum wage has been partially repealed
already. One might jump to the conclusion
that our workforce is not keeping pace with
the economy.

Let's look at the other side of these facts
before any rash decisions are made to in-
crease the minimum wage. Of a workforce of
over 115 million, 4.7 million earn the minimum
wage or less. That represents a decline of 40
percent since 1981 in the numbers of workers
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at minimum wage. Of these workers, only 14
percent are head of households. This could
simply be construed to be an indiciation of a
shrinking job market, but this is not the case.
Since 1982, over 15 million jobs have been
created. During this time, wage and salary
jobs averaging $10 or more per hour have in-
creased by 15.6 million while jobs paying less
than $4 an hour have declined by 6.8 million,
or more than 25 percent. This is a very clear
indicator that our economy is growing at a
steady rate, and our job growth is in full-time,
well paying jobs.

This is the cold statistical analysis of the sit-
uation. All to often, Congress gets wrapped up
in the numerical argument and fails to consid-
er the human impact of policy and procedure.
When we look at the human impact, it be-
comes all too clear the supporters of the mini-
mum wage have gotten stuck on one side of
the numerical, calculated approach to the pov-
erty problem. This at the expense of the thou-
sands of people who will lose their jobs or not
find job openings available to them. For the
sake of compassion, Congress should not
enact legislation that would actually increase
the number of people on poverty just as the
last increase did.

Raising the minimum wage would dramati-
cally worsen the plight of those at or near the
poverty level. Syndicated columnist, James J.
Kilpatrick, starkly illustrated the very real
impact of increasing the minimum wage. He
described the impossible situation facing both
a small restaurateur and a hopeful job seeker.
Due to the obvious increase in labor costs
that the minimum wage would cause, the res-
taurateur would be unable to hire the addition-
al help that he needs and may, in fact, have
to let an employee or two go. At this point, |
would like to include in the RECORD a copy of
Mr. Kilpatrick's column.

Increasing the minimum wage is no way to
improve the condition of the poor. The history
of the minimum wage shows that it destroys
the jobs and job opportunities of poorly
trained workers—inner city teenagers, the se-
militerate. It's particularly hard on such work-
ers who must provide primary support for their
families. According to several estimates, the
Kennedy-Hawkins bill would close the job
market to 300,000 to 750,000 people. These
job losses would be concentrated on the eco-
nomically disadvantaged.

| agree that something must be done to in-
crease the income of the working poor. In-
creasing the minimum wage for some, while
costing the jobs of 600,000 to 800,000 others
is clearly not the way to pull people out of
poverty. My colleague and friend, Mr. PETRI,
has suggested a very workable solution to this
problem. His proposal would expand the
earned income tax credit [EITC] in lieu of in-
creasing the minimum wage.

The EITC is a refundable tax credit of 14
percent of the first $5.714 earned by an eligi-
ble person who maintains a home for one or
more children. Currently, the maximum credit
is $800, an is phased out according to in-
creased earnings. The EITC can be restruc-
tured easily to provide benefits to households
with children. This could be very useful in re-
forming the welfare system to get resources
to directly address the needs of the family.
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Mr. PETRI'S Job Enhancement for Families
Act would supplement low wages according to
need as determined by family size. The cur-
rent EITC provides the framework necessary
to do this. While increasing the minimum wage
would destroy jobs, adjusting the EITC would
help to create jobs in addition to help those
families that need it the most. In addition, it
would help to decrease Federal spending by
helping people get off of many social welfare
services. While it would cost the Federal Gov-
ernment $1.5 billion in lost revenue, some of
this would be offset by increased personal
revenues as workers move up the ladder. In
comparison with increasing the minimum
wage, which could cost the Federal Govern-
ment as much as $7 billion in additional serv-
ices, this is very reasonable.

Once again, | would like to thank Mr. PETRI

for taking out this special order. | hope that
we can persuade some of our colleagues to
stop and think about the direct and indirect
impacts of increasing the minimum wage.
When people look beyond the emotional haze
that surrounds this issue, they will recognize
the common sense of supporting Mr. PETRI's
thoughtful, compassionate, and profamily pro-
posal.
Mr. Speaker, | would like to insert in the
RecoRD at this point some material on the
minimum wage issue provided by the Depart-
ment of Labor. These four summaries include
some important statistical data and impact
analysis that all members should be aware of
before making any decisions.

[From the Bridgeport (CT) Post, Aug. 18,
1987]

DON'T RAISE THAT MINIMUM WAGE!

(By James J. Kilpatrick)

WasHINGTON,—Joann Peters, 18, is an at-
tractive young woman, not overly endowed
in the brains department, who was graduat-
ed a few weeks ago from her small-town
high school. She has no great interest in
college and no funds for tuition. She is
living at home with her mother and a
younger brother. Her mother earns $9,360 a
year as an ironer in a local laundry.

James Kennon, 41, is manager of the
Steamboat restaurant at 23rd and Main
streets. His franchised fast-food operation is
in heavy competition with the Sizzlin' Steak
and the Happy Crab. Eennon works seven
days a week, but his food costs are rising
and his rent just went up. In slow weeks he
has a tough time meeting his payroll.

The Steamboat now employs 10 persons
per shift at the minimum wage of $3.35 an
hour and two others at $4 an hour. This fig-
ures out to labor costs of $41.50 an hour or
$332 for an eight-hour shift. He really could
use an 11th worker to clear tables and wash
dishes, but he hesitates to add to his payroll
when his margin of profit is so small.

Very well. Joann Peters and James
Kennon, meet Senator Edward Kennedy.
The gentleman from Massachusetts is about
to complicate your lives. He and Rep. Au-
gustus Hawkins, D-Calif., are pushing hard
for a bill that would increase the minimum
hourly wage in 1988 from $3.35 to $3.85.
Their bill would mandate a minimum of
$4.65 in 1990.

Joann would like to work at the Steam-
boat. Jim Kennon would like to hire Joann.
This would be her first job, and there's an
opening on the floor. She’s good-hearted
but a little careless; she needs the experi-
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ence of holding a job and showing up on
time, All of us know such Joanns.

But this Is how Jim Kennon looks at the
situation: The Kennedy-Hawkins bill would
require him to pay his 10 lowest-level em-
ployees $3.85 an hour, or $38.50 per hour.
The two cooks would have to be raised to
$4.50 an hour to preserve a reasonable dif-
ferential. If he keeps everyone employed, he
is now looking at labor costs of $380 a shift,
two shifts a day, compared to his present
$332 a shift. He is looking at added labor
costs of $35,000 a year, with no increase in
productivity or service.

Goodbye, Joann, and tough luck, kid, In-
stead of 10 full-time hired hands at $3.35,
Eennon will hire eight persons full-time and
one to work six hours a shift at the required
$3.85. Assuming the raise of 50 cents an
hour for the cooks, the Steamboat will now
have labor costs of $341.50 per shift. The
manager will be spending roughly $7,000
more a year for labor; he will have nothing
to show for it, and Joann will be just kind
of, you know, hanging around home.

The example is hypothetical, of course,
but this is how the real world works. In the
idealistic world of Messrs. Kennedy and
Hawkins, an increase in the statutory mini-
mum wage is a great thing for the poor
folks. Don’t you believe it. Every study that
has been made of the economic “benefits"”
of a higher minimum wage demonstrates
that an increase harms the very class of un-
skilled workers it is intended to help.

Who are these workers on minimum
wage? The Department of Labor says there
are about 5 million of them, of whom 3 mil-
lion are in the 16-to-24 age bracket. Nearly
40 percent are teen-agers. One third are
men, two-thirds women. Only about 1.7 mil-
lion work full time; the other 3.3 million
work part time.

Kennedy and Hawkins, with the very best
intentions, suppose that a higher minimum
wage will reduce welfare costs and lower the
number of families at the so-called poverty
level. No evidence supports this surmise. On
the contrary, for every increase of 10 per-
cent in the minimum wage, we may antici-
pate a loss of 80,000 to 240,000 jobs for teen-
agers. To the extent that higher labor costs
results in higher prices to consumers, we get
into the kind of inflation that nullifies the
increase in hourly wages.

MiINIMUM WAGE: DEMOGRAPHIC SUMMARY

The typical minimum wage earner is
young, single, lives at home in a non-poverty
household, and works part-time.

Of a workforce over 115 million, 4.7 mil-
lion earn no more than $3.35 per hour.

Those earning “no more than” the mini-
mum wage include those who report this or
a lower hourly age but also earn tip income.

The number of minimum wage earners
has declined by more than 3 million or 40
percent since 1981.

Almost 60 percent of all minimum wage
earners are under age 25. Teenagers account
for over 36 percent of all minimum wage
earners, with more than one-in-four teen-
agers earning the minimum wage.

Sixty-eight percent of minimum wage
earners are single, 60 percent have never
been married.

Sixty-six percent of minimum wage earn-
ers work part-time. Over 90 percent of the
jobs created in the current expansion have
been full-time positions. The vast majority
(nearly 80 percent) of those who work part-
time, prefer part-time work.
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Sixty-five percent of teenagers employed
at the minimum wage report that school,
not work, is their major activity.

‘While the minimum wage has remained at
$3.35 since 1981, most of those currently
earning the minimum wage are not “stuck”
at it. The vast majority move to higher
wage rates after an initial training/proba-
tionary period.

MiINIMUM WAGE: THE IssUE Is SKILLS

Economically and demographically, the
target has moved since the last minimum
wage debate over a decade ago.

Since 1982, over 15 million new jobs have
been created.

During this time, wage and salary jobs
averaging $10 or more per hour have in-
creased by 15.6 million. Jobs paying less
than $4.00 per hour have declined by 6.8
million or more than 25 percent.

Jobs that require higher skills are growing
at a much faster rate than jobs which re-
quire few or no skills.

Our focus needs to be on education, train-
ing and retraining.

About half of the heads of households
below the poverty threshold lack even a
high school diploma.

Skills are the way out of poverty, not an
increase in the minimum wage, which will
cost jobs.

MiINiMUM WAGE: SUMMARY OF ECONOMIC
IMPACT

Increasing the minimum wage results in
the loss of job opportunities, according to a
consensus of dozens of academic studies (in-
cluding those of the Minimum Wage Study
Commission and a more recent (June, 1982)
Journal of Economic Literature survey
study).

Young workers, the least skilled and the
disadvantaged bear the brunt of the disem-
ployment.

Since youth account for such a large pro-
portion of the minimum wage population,
most minimum wage studies measure the
decline in youth employment from what it
would have been, absent an increase in the
minimum wage. These studies do not at-
tempt to estimate total employment or un-
employment which are, of course, more
driven by demographics and the business
cycle, Similarly, the teenage unemployment
rate understates the adverse impact of a
minimum wage increase since a discouraged
youth, who is unable to find an entry level
job and drops out of the labor force, is not
counted among the unemployed.

The loss of employment opportunities in-
cludes layoffs, reductions in hours of work,
jobs which become automated, vacant jobs
that remain unfilled and jobs never created.

For each 10 percent increase in the mini-
mum wage, there is a loss of between
100,000 and 200,000 employment opportuni-
ties.

Dr. Charles Brown, senior economist for
the Minimum Wage Study Commission, pro-
vided a similar estimate in Congressional
testimony in April, 1987.

Thus, the irony is that the brunt of an in-
crease would be felt by those least able to
bear it:

Civilian Unemployment Rate: 5.6 Percent
Teenage Unemployment Rate: 16.5 Per-
cent :

Minority Teenage Unemployment Rate:
36.9 Percent

The current Senate proposal contains a 38
percent increase, implying a potential loss
of between 400,000 and 800,000 job opportu-
nities. The current House proposal suggests
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a potential loss of between one-half and one
million job opportunities.

These proposals come at a time when mi-
nority youth are making substantial gains
in securing employment. Employment gains
for black youth have been among the
strongest of all demographic groups—up
over 50 percent since 1982, compared with a
gain of only 11 percent between 1975 and
1980, In fact, during 1987 alone, employ-
ment of black teenagers increased by nearly
the same amount as it did during the entire
1975-1980 expansion. Employment gains for
black males have been even more remarka-
ble, up 69 percent between November, 1982
and November 1987.

The impact of a minimum wage increase is
felt especially by small business, which are
responsible for 70 percent of all new jobs.
Two-thirds of all workers enter the work-
force via a small business.

Increasing the minimum wage will raise
labor costs. Typical employer responses may
include the substitution of more productive
labor for unskilled youth, the substitution
of capital equipment for labor, and cutbacks
in the total amount of labor utilized. In-
creases in costs that are passed on to con-
sumers through higher prices would tend to
lower or reduce demand for the products or
services of the firm, thereby further reduc-
ing the demand for labor.

Since raising the minimum wage reduces
employment opportunities, it also reduces
basic on-the-job training opportunities for
youth. The traditional method a worker
uses to “pay” for on-the-job training is by
taking a reduced wage while in training. An
increase in the minimum wage reduces op-
portunities for this traditional avenue from
those workers with the lowest skill levels,
and hence, those most in need of training.

MiINiMUM WAGE: SUMMARY OF IMPACT ON

POVERTY

Only 14 percent of minimum wage earners
are head of households living with other rel-
atives. Other individuals in these house-
holds may also be wage earners.

Just one percent of all workers are both
below the poverty threshold and earn the
minimum wage. Seventy percent of mini-
mum wage earners reside in a family in
which the income is at least 150 percent
above the poverty threshold.

Almost 90 percent of all minimum wage
earners are not employed on a full-time,
year-round basis. The poverty rate for full-
time, year-round employees is but 1.8 per-
cent.

Nearly half of the heads of households in
poverty are not in the labor force.

Historically, increasing the minimum
wage has had no impact on poverty.

Academic studies on the income distribu-
tion effects of the minimum wage suggest
only slight increases or even decreases in
the equality of income distribution.

During the last four year phase-in of a
minimum wage increase (1978-1981), the
poverty rate actually began to rise for the
first time in the postwar era.

Raising the minimum wage will eliminate
low-wage jobs, but will do little to reduce
poverty.0

Mr. BROWN of Colorado. Mr. Speaker, here
are several articles relevant to the subject of
this special order.
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THE MINIMUM WAGE: POLITICS AND
EcoNomMmics

(By William C. Dunkelberg, Dean, School of
Business and Management, Temple Uni-
versity)

“Deregulation” of the U.S. economy under
the past two presidents has probably con-
tributed substantially to the fact that the
current economic expansion is now celebrat-
ing its 60th month anniversary. In spite of
several unpleasant ‘“shocks”, the economy
has managed to continue expanding, bring-
ing the unemployment rate below 6% and
employing the highest percentage of our
population in history. But many still wish to
return to the days when the government
was more actively involved in setting prices
and wages in our economy. Once again, a
wave of proposed minimum wage legislation
is sweeping the nation. It is alleged that the
minimum wage worker has not shared in
the prosperity, an allegation that ignores
the impressive employment numbers
[having a job is indeed a great benefit com-
pared to the alternative]l and the fact that
many jobs that typically pay the minimum
wage now pay far more in regions of the
country such as New England and the Dela-
ware Valley.

Supporters of the minimum wage now
admit that it will increase unemployment
and raise the inflation rate. We are howev-
er, told that these effects are “small” and so
we shouldn’t worry about them. Another ex-
ample of how government regulations
“nickel and dime” the economy into a
TRILLION dollars of government spending
and untold billions of hidden costs in the
private sector like those generated by the
proposed increase in the minimum wage.
Among very competitive businesses, higher
labor costs mandated by law must produce
higher prices and reduced employment. The
higher cost of workers doesn’t just disap-
pear. Any program can be presented as only
costing each consumer a small amount. But
count the programs and laws that absorb
your resources on April 15 and you get the
picture.

And are the effects really small? Esti-
mates conservatively suggest a loss of only
$9 or $10 billion in Gross National Product
by 1990 if the Federal minimum raises to
$3.85, $4.25 and $4.65 over the next three
years, only a .2% to .3% increase in the in-
flation rate [which will be reflected in
higher interest rates as well] and a minor
increase in the unemployment rate of .19% or
.2% [of over 110,000,000 workers!]. These
are not small numbers. And the adverse em-
ployment effects don't bother most of us—
just those with few skills, poor educations,
unlucky draws in the genetic lottery, and
young people. Here the loss of jobs and job
opportunities becomes critical.

Small firms, the major producers of jobs
in our country, are started with under
$20,000 in capital. An increase of $1 in the
minimum wage for such a firm with two
minimum wage employees would wipe out
20% or more of the capital of half the new
small firms starting in any given year. This
is not particularly conducive to job forma-
tion or economic growth. In this sense, the
minimum wage represents a very nasty tax
on new firms and the jobs they create. Tax
anything and you get less of it. And if Penn-
sylvania raises its minimum wage while sur-
rounding states do not, firms with a choice
will pick other states to start their business-
es in. Entry level jobs are critical to the de-
velopment of good working habits for new
workers, but a higher minimum wage will
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extinguish many opportunities. Most work-
ers earn the minimum wage for only short
periods of their lives, advancing to higher
paying jobs as their skills improve.

Even so, maybe we could accept these
costs if the minimum wage worked—if it
achieved its objective of raising the salaries
of low-income and below-poverty level work-
ers. But it doesn’t. The minimum wage is
earned primarily by secondary earners from
above-median income families. In the retail
industry, & major employer of lower-wage
workers, T0% of the recipients come from
families with income over 200% above the
threshold poverty level. Low income work-
ers account for little more than 10% of all
workers earning the minimum wage. Thus, a
higher minimum wage cannot effectively re-
distribute income to the poor. Most of the
beneficiaries are not the people we are
trying to help, If that is the case, the
“small” cost of the minimum wage really
starts looking big. Another program to pay
for that doesn't work.

In the meantime, states alone (excluding
Federal welfare payments) devote an
amount to public welfare programs that, if
distributed directly to the poorest 10% of all
families in the U.S., would yield over $12,000
per family per year, 50% more than a
person could earn working 2,000 hours at
today's minimum wage. A little more effi-
ciency in delivering these funds to the
needy would be far more productive than
helping these families only one-in-ten times
with a higher minimum wage that delivers
to all of us just a “little” dose of higher in-
flation, interest rates, and unemployment.

Trying to help the less-advantaged is an
admirable goal and one that we all probably
support. But, let's do it efficiently, not with
the shot-gun approach of a minimum wage
that is destined to miss its target 9 out of 10
times while imposing substantial economic
costs on us all, and particularly on those it
purports to help. Our economy has pros-
pered under ‘deregulation” and proven
itself to be far more resilient to substantial
economic shocks than an economy hobbled
with rules and regulations. With employ-
ment at historically high levels, it hardly
seems appropriate to interfere with the
markets that have served us so well, espe-
cially to implement a program that has
been shown to fail in its objective to help
the poor.

[From the Daily Press and Dakotan, Dec. 4,
19871

MiniMuM WAGE HIKE Wourp Hurt THOSE IT
Seeks To HELP

There is afoot yet another petition drive
in the state, this one directed at South Da-
kota's congressional delegation asking them
to support an increase in the federal mini-
mum wage.

More than 1,500 signatures have been col-
lected by the United Electrical, Radio and
Machine Workers of America Union, in
what a union spokesman termed a “strong
showing of support” for the raise.

Our congressional delegation should resist
the plea, though the arguments for higher
wages for the poor seem persuasive.

Seem to be, but are not.

Raising the minimum wage from $3.35 to
$4.65 in three annual steps would succeed in
putting many low-income workers out of
work. It is true that economists have differ-
ent views on this, but there is agreement
that since most of the working poor could
not increase productivity to match the
higher wage, they would lose their jobs.
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Advocates of the higher wage argue that
the tradeoff would be worth it since even if
some jobs were lost, the benefit to those
hanging on to their positions would offset
it. Perhaps the proponents ought to ask
those who would lose their jobs about this.

The impact of a higher minimum wage
generally would harm the working poor,
which is the primary reason we oppose it.
But there are other factors our delegation
should consider on this matter. Who in
America today holds the minimum wage
jobs? The Congressional Budget Office re-
ports that 5.2 million workers earn a mini-
mum wage. But many are teen-agers from

-middle class economic families. Of those at

minimum wage jobs, only 20 percent are
classified as poor.

Raising the minimum wage 40 percent
would not only take away jobs from those
who need them most, but also from teen-
agers and others who supplement other
sources of income. It is not just speculation
that the jobs will evaporate. The cost to em-
ployers is more than just the $1.30 an hour
increase. A higher hourly wage means
higher Social Security taxes, which the em-
ployer matches.

The predictable response from employers
would be a cutback in jobs or an increase in
prices, or both. This in turn would affect
consumers and would boost inflation.

A higher minimum wage is a temptress,
difficult to resist because the objective of
helping those who truly need it is so
worthy. Unfortunately for the working
poor, it's not that simple, Raising the mini-
mum wage would harm them more than
help them.

[From the Dallas T—!;njes Herald, Nov. 22,
19871

RarsinGg MiNiMuMm WaceE HELes POOR VERY
LI1TTLE, PROFESSOR ARGUES
(By John Cunniff)

New Yorg.—The professor offered many
reasons why the minimum wage shouldn't
be raised precipitously, but one of them
sounded particularly ironic. Such increases,
he said, seldom help those who need the
money.

“Impossible,” said a listener. “Isn’t it obvi-
ous that those lowest on the pay scale are
most in need of more money?"”

Probably, he said, but the minimum wage
usually doesn’t go to the minimum-income
households. In fact, he said, it seldom goes
to them. Most of the money, he contended,
ends up in the pockets of families with
above-average incomes.

“The minimum wage is earned primarily
by secondary earners from above-median
income families,” he stated firmly. Then he
dropped this bomb:

“In the retail industry, a major employer
of lower-wage workers, 70 percent of the re-
cipients come from families with incomes
more than 200 percent above the threshold
poverty level.,”

Professor William C. Dunkelberg, econo-
mist and dean of Temple University's
School of Business and Management, has a
penchant for puncturing popular assump-
tions, and this is one of his pets.

According to his estimates, low-income
workers account for little more than 10 per-
cent of all workers earning the minimum
wage. Thus, he argues, a higher minimum
wage cannot effectively redistribute income
to the poor.

A second defense of proposed minimum
wage increases—to $3.85 an hour to $4.25 to
$4.65 over the next three years—is that the
cost is small, No way, says Dunkelberg.
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Conservatively, he said, such increases
would result in a loss of $9 billion or $10 bil-
lion from the gross national product by
1990, an increase in the inflation rate of 0.2
percent to 0.3 percent, and an increase in
the jobless rate.

While he conceded that in percentage
terms any increase might be small, it might
not be in actual numbers, since any increase
at all in the jobless rate applies to a base of
110 million workers.

And who, he asked, do you think gets hurt
by those “slightly higher jobless rates? “Not
us,” he said, to his listener.

Who, then? “Just those with few skills,
poor educations, unlucky draws in the ge-
netic lottery and young people,” he an-
swered. And for most of these people, “the
loss of jobs and job opportunities becomes
critical.”

Such increases also would hurt small busi-
nesses, often considered the primary creator
of jobs. He was asked how, and among the
reasons he offered, this one stood out:

“Small firms often are started with under
$20,000 in capital. An increase of $1 in the

um wage for such a firm with two
minimum wage employees would wipe out
20 percent or more of the capital of half the
new small firms starting in any given year.”

In response to a higher minimum wage,
many such companies would eliminate
entry-level jobs.

[From the Atlanta Daily World, Oct. 8,
1987]

STUDY SAYS MINIMUM WAGE INCREASE T1ED
TO POVERTY

An analysis of the minimum wage and the
rate of poverty in America shows a strong
correlation between minimum wage in-
creases and increases in poverty.

According to Professor James Bennett of
George Mason University, increasing the
minimum wage by $1.00 would increase the
rate of poverty by 1.56%

Congress is presently considering legisla-
tion which would increase the minimum
wage by $1.35 to $4.65 an hour over the next
three years and index it thereafter to 50%
of the average hourly wage.

Testimony supporting the legislation has
relied heavily on the fact that a single wage
earner earning the minimum wage does not
earn enough to support a family above the
federally established poverty level.

The new analysis was requested by the
Public Service Research Council when re-
cently released poverty figures showed that
poverty declined during years in which the
minimum wage was not increased and in-
creased when it was increased.

In a letter to Senator Ted Kennedy (D-
MA), the author of the legislation to in-
crease the minimum wage, David Denholm,
the President of the Public Service Re-
search Council, said that while the relation-
ship between increased minimum wages and
increased poverty was clear, the reason for
it was not. Denholm suggested that the cost
of goods and services upon which low
income families depend may be more sensi-
tive to minimum wage increases than
others. He cited a study which showed that
a 20% increase in the minimum wage only
increased the income of the lowest income
families by .02% and concluded that the
consequences of a minimum wage increase
for America’s poor will be negative.

The Public Service Research Council,
which opposes the minimum wage increase
proposal, contends that it is being pushed
by organized labor to “use the power of gov-
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ernment to protect itself from the conse-
quences of its labor cartel activity by reduc-
ing competition from low wage earners.”
The Public Service Research Council is a
national citizens’' organization concerned
with the influence of unions on public
policy and is the sponsor of Americans
Against Union Control of Government.

[From the Atlanta Journal and
Constitution, Nov. 8, 1987]
Raisine MiNiMUM WAGE MAY HURT THOSE
IT SEEKS TO HELP

(By Dwight R. Lee)

Congress is considering an increase in the
minimum wage. Currently, the minimum
hourly wage is $3.35. The proposal before
Congress would increase it to $4.65 over the
next three years. Opponents charge that
this increase will cause significant unem-
ployment. Supporters deny this charge and
counter that increasing the minimum wage
will help the lowest-paid members in the
work force. Both are wrong.

Most workers, even low-income workers,
earn more than the current minimum wage.
As long as the minimum wage remains
below the market wage being received,
boosting the wage floor will have no effect.

Even those whose current wage is less
than the proposed minimum will not neces-
sarily be threatened with the loss of their
jobs. Low-wage workers often receive addi-
tional compensation in the form of fringe
benefits such as health insurance, company
discounts and on-the-job training.

Employers can offset the cost of an in-
creased minimum wage by reducing these
fringe benefits. Workers won't be laid off if
the minimum wage is increased, but neither
will they be better off. They may be worse
off because fringe benefits are not taxed,
while income is.

It is the very lowest-paid workers who are
most threatened by a higher wage floor.
Those workers with no fringe benefits to be
scaled back will be the ones who will lose
their jobs if the minimum wage is boosted.

Their numbers are not large, so the job
losses that occur will barely show up in the
unemployment statistics. But those who will
lose their jobs because of an increase in the
minimum wage are the very ones propo-
nents of such an increase claim they want
most to help.

Many, if not most, of the lowest-paid
workers are disadvantaged minority youth
who see employment as more than just a
job; they see it as an educational opportuni-
ty. Increasing the minimum wage would
threaten that opportunity.

Not everyone receives his best education
in the classroom. The poor education for
large numbers of teenagers, particularly mi-
nority teenagers.

The best hope these teenagers have for
developing the skills needed for productive
employment is on-the-job training. The fact
that many beginning-level jobs pay low
wages is far less important to disadvantaged
teenagers than the opportunity to acquire a
sense of responsibility and job skills on
these jobs.

The young worker without pressing finan-
cial obligations is often willing to take a low
wage now to develop his or her potential to
earn a higher wage later. This is no differ-
ent than the willingness of beginning col-
lege students to put in long hours studying
for no pay to prepare for a good job in the
future.

Increasing the minimum wage will have
little noticeable effect on the economy.
Those who lose their jobs, or who fail to
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find jobs, because of a high minimum wage
are currently capable of making only mar-
ginal contributions to the economy,

But only the most naive can believe that
increasing the minimum wage is an effective
way of helping the poor. To the contrary,
boosting the minimum wage is an effective
way of reducing opportunities to those who
are reaching for the first rung on the eco-
nomic ladder.

[From the Fond du Lac (WI) Reporter,
May 2, 1988]

PETRI GAINING SUPPORT FOR TAX CREDIT
CHANGES

U.S. Rep. Tom Petri is finding strong sup-
port for his proposed Job Enhancement for
Families Act.

The bill, H.R. 4119, takes a cost-effective,
pro-family approach to welfare reform and
the minimum wage question. It has a
common-sense approach that is winning
friends in a variety of settings.

“Petri’'s plan is a working formula for suc-
cess, not just for disadvantaged workers, but
for the entire nation as well,” editorialized
The Arizona Republic.

Economirst J.D. Foster of the Institute for
Research on the Economics of Taxation
wrote in The Wall Street Journal: “The
Petri approach to expanding and restructur-
ing the earned income tax credit is clearly
superior to raising the minimum wage: It
encourages job creation, it helps those
workers most who need the most help, it re-
duces government spending, and it has a
minimal effect on the budget deficit.”

Peter Passell said in The New York Times
that Petri's proposal “ought to hold great
appeal for liberals as well as conservatives.”

Petri, who should be able to use his posi-
tion on the House Education and Labor
Committee to good advantage in pushing
his bill, sees his proposal as an alternative
to raising the minimum wage. The earned
income tax credit is a refundable tax credit
of 14 percent of the first $5,714 earned by
an eligible person who maintains a home for
one or more children. It can easily be re-
structured to provide greater benefits but
would not have a chilling effect of jobs.

By expanding the refundable portion of
an eligible working person’s tax liability, the
Job Enhancement for Families Act would
increase for real wages of low-income work-
ers without corresponding increases in em-
ployers' labor costs or prices.

Instead of low-wage jobs being lost to a
higher minimum wage, they could be ex-
pected to increase and be more attractive.

It's a win-win situation that Congress and
the White House should readily recognize.

[Newsletter of Congresswoman Nancy
Johnson, Apr. 8, 1988]

New Pran HELPs FAMILIES MAKE ENDs MEET

All things being equal, most Americans
would prefer a paycheck to a welfare check
any day of the week. But in recent years, it
has become increasingly apparent that fed-
eral policies are failing to offer low-skilled
workers adequate incentives to get off the
welfare rolls and out into a job.

That is especially true for families with
children, since welfare benefits rise with the
size of the family. And while the federal
minimum wage has remained stable since
1981, welfare benefits have crept steadily
upward,

Raising the minimum wage, which has
lost more than a fourth of its buying power
since it was last increased seven years ago, is
clearly one method of helping our working
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boor remain independent. But it should not
be seen as the only way.

Another innovative approach is embodied
in a bill I am cosponsoring to expand and re-
structure the Earned Income Tax Credit, a
refundable tax break available to low-
income families with children.

This benefit is designed to encourage
working by supplementing low wages up to
a certain ceiling, phasing out as income rises
above a particular point. Even if workers
have no tax liability against which to claim
the credit, they can still get cash from the
government added to their paychecks,

For many low-skilled workers, the EITC
has offered a crucial buffer against slipping
onto welfare. But it has one significant
drawback: it fails to take a family’s size into
account. Consequently, a family with one
child receives the same benefit as a family
of four, as long as they both earn the same
income. So for many large families, welfare
has made more economic sense than trying
to eke out a living at a low-paying job.

That's where our proposed overhaul of
the EITC comes in. Under this legislation,
known as the Job Enhancement For Fami-
lies Act, the maximum tax-credit payment
would not only rise, but would also provide
increased benefits for larger families,

At present, workers with children and in-
comes up to about $6,200 per year are eligi-
ble for a tax credit equal to 14 percent of
their earned income—for a total of about
$870. That payment declines as income in-
creases, phasing out entirely at about
$18,000.

By contrast, the maximum tax credit
would increase to 35 percent, or about
$2,500, for low-income families with four or
more children under our proposal. Thanks
to this change, most families would be
better off working than they would be on
welfare.

Under current law, a single mother with
three children in Connecticut would have to
find a job paying at least $4.36 an hour to
equal the benefits she would receive from
Aid to Families with Dependent Children
and food stamps. But if the proposed EITC
reforms were in place, she would only need
to find a position paying about $3.75 an
hour—Connecticut's current minimum
wage.

Another benefit of the bill is that it would
encourage families to stay together, Cur-
rently, two-parent families are ineligible to
receive AFDC in many states. Since parents
must live with their children to receive the
EITC, expanding it would reduce the incen-
tive for families to split up.

The factors that prompt families to make
the transition from welfare to work vary
considerably with individual circumstances.
But there is no doubt that expanding and
restructuring the EITC would provide a
strong incentive for millions of families to
opt for employment.

Finally, by encouraging more families to
become independent, this bill will have the
additional advantage of lowering our spend-
ing on welfare benefits. In fact, if these re-
forms induce just 3 percent of welfare re-
cipients to go to work, the legislation’s $1.5
billion pricetag would be entirely offset.

By linking benefits to family size, this pro-
posal would allow us to target federal assist-
ance to the working families that need it
most. It is an affordable plan to increase the
buying power of families struggling to make
ends meet, to help them to become self-reli-
ant and strong.
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Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker, | come
to the floor today to participate in a discussion
about the troubling direction the supposedly
nonpartisan Congressional Budget Office
[CBQO] is going. 1 ae

My concern and complaint with CBO is two-
fold. First, | am extremely disturbed at the tac-
tics used by some in the majority to withhold
information from minority Members of Con-
gress and the general public regarding a CBO
report on the economic impact raising the
minimum wage from $3.35 to $5.05.

Second, | would like to share with the
House some difficulties my personal staff and
| have had with acquiring simple budgetary
breakdown figures | assumed were public in-
formation. To aid my analysis of the budget
resolution, | was interested in seeing how the

resolution functions were allocated to
the 13-appropriation subcommittees. Much to
my surprise this request was not denied by
CBO, ly upon direct instructions from
Members of the majority party of this body. |
must point out that my request was made
over 1 month after the budget resolution
passed. This information should be readily
available to any Member of Congress. We
must remember that we are given the large
responsibility of spending a frillion dollars a
year made up largely of tax payments made
by our constituents to the Federal Treasury.

Perhaps these two incidents, deleting part
of the impact of report on the minimum wage
bill, and refusing a straightforward request for
budget information, are atypical of the normal
operating procedures of the CBO. However, if
they are typical, and part of a growing pattern
of partisanizing the CBO, then all Members
must unite and insist that this behavior be re-
versed. We can disagree on philosophy and
policy, but all Members must have access to
impartial, unbiased statistical reports and anal-
ysis on pending legislation. Regardless of
party affiliation, we all need the information to
make honest decisions on behalf of our con-
stituents.

| would like to share the information that
was deleted in the second report sent the
Education and Labor Committee concerning
the minimum wage. The original report stated
that raising the minimum wage from $3.35 to
$5.05 would cost our country up to 500,000
jobs, and increase inflation from 0.2 to 0.3

percent.

Most Members of Congress have been
denied the privilege of reviewing the full CBO
report on H.R. 1834. | submit for the RECORD
both CBO reports, the correspondence be-
tween the CBO and the chairman of the Edu-
cation and Labor Committee concerning these
reports, along with recent articles that have
recently appeared in respected periodicals
and newspapers.

U.S. CONGRESS,
CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE,
Washington, DC, March 25, 1988.
Hon. AucusTus F, HAWKINS,
Chairman, Committee on Education and
Labor, Washington, DC.

DeEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: The Congressional
Budget Office has prepared the attached
cost estimate for H.R. 1834, the Fair Labor
Standards Amendments of 1988, as ordered
reported by the House Committee on Edu-
cation and Labor on March 16, 1988. At the
request of several Committee members, the
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estimate also includes a discussion of the
possible impact of H.R. 1834 on the econo-

my.

If you wish further details on this esti-
mate, please call me or have your staff con-
tact Michael Pogue.

Sincerely,
James L. BLum,
Acting Director.
CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE, CosT
ESTIMATE
March 25, 1988.

1. Bill number: H.R. 1834.

2, Bill title: Fair labor standards amend-
ments of 1988.

3. Bill status: As ordered reported by the
House Committee on Education and Labor
on March 16, 1988,

4, Bill purpose: To amend the Fair Labor
Standards Act of 1938 to restore the mini-
mum wage to a fair and equitable rate and
for other purposes.

5. Estimated cost to the Federal Govern-
ment:

[By fiscal years, in millions of doflars)

1988 1989 1990 1991 19%2 1993
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Basis of estimate—H.R. 1834 would in-
crease the federal minimum wage in four
steps between now and January 1, 1992. The
new levels would be $3.85 per hour for the
year beginning January 1, 1989; $4.25 per
hour for the year beginning January 1,
1990; $4.65 per hour for the year beginning
January 1, 1991; and not less than $5.05 per
hour after December 31, 1991.

The Office of Personnel Management esti-
mates that the wage bill for certain support
personnel on U.S. military bases would in-
crease by the amounts shown in the table
above. Currently these workers are paid at
hourly rates between the $3.35 per hour
minimum wage and the minimum wage
rates proposed in H.R. 1834.

Increasing the minimum wage could also
increase administrative and enforcement
caseloads within the Wage and Hours Divi-
sion of the Employment Standards Adminis-
tration at the Department of Labor (DOL).
While this could result in higher costs to
the federal government, H.R. 1834 provides
no additional appropriations for this pur-

pose.

Additional provisions.—Several other
amendments to the Fair Labor Standards
Act are included in H.R. 1834. The small
business exemption would increase from the
current level of $362,500 in annual gross
sales to $500,000. The current tip credit is 40
percent of the applicable minimum wage, or
$1.34 out of $3.35 per hour in 1988. This tip
credit is the maximum amount of tip an em-
ployer can use to reduce employee wages,
and still be in compliance with minimum
wage laws. HR. 1834 would increase this
rate to 45 percent during the year beginning
January 1, 1989 and to 50 percent after De-
cember 31, 1989. In addition, legislative
branch employees (except for Members' per-
sonal staffs) would now be covered by the
Fair Labor Standards Act. These amend-
ments are estimated to have no cost effect
on the unified federal budget.

Effects on the economy.—Passage of H.R.
1834 may result in changes in macroeconom-
ic variables, particularly in employment
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levels and the inflation rate. However, be-
cause of uncertainty surrounding the over-
all macroeconomic impact of minimum wage
legislation, and uncertainty over future fed-
eral monetary policy, this estimate does not
take into account federal revenue and
outlay effects of these changes.

The Congressional Budget Office (CBO)
estimates that the increases in the mini-
mum wage contained in H.R. 1834 could
cause the loss of approximately 250,000 to
500,000 jobs, or about 0.2 to 0.4 percent of
total employment. In general, the negative
impact on employment would be larger in
the sectors of the economy and the groups
in the labor force with low wage rates. The
loss of jobs probably would be minimal in
durable goods manufacturing and in metro-
politan areas where labor markets are tight
and jobs readily available. Among demo-
graphic groups, the loss of jobs most likely
would be concentrated among youth, and es-
pecially among teenagers.

Increases in the minimum wage also could
have three principal impacts on inflation.
First, a “direct” effect as the average hourly
earnings of workers earning less than the
new minimum wage were increased to the
new wage floor. Second, a broader or
“ripple” effect as other wages were adjusted
at least partially to retain relative wage dif-
ferences. Third, a “wage-price-wage” effect,
as these wage increases caused employers to
raise prices, which was reflected in turn in
higher wages. Thus, CBO estimates that
H.R. 1834 could add about 0.2 to 0.3 percent-
age points to the annual inflation rate
during the projection period.

These estimates are based primarily on a
review of available economic studies of the
impact of minimum wages. Because of esti-
mating difficulties, the estimates should be
interpreted as no more than rough orders of
magnitude. These estimates do not include a
consideration of the small business exemp-
tion provision in H.R. 1834.

Currently, the federal minimum wage rate
is exceeded in 10 jurisdictions (Alaska, Con-
necticut, District of Columbia, Hawaii,
Maine, Massachusetts, Minnesota, New
Hampshire, Rhode Island, and Vermont).
Also, California is scheduled to raise its rate
from the current federal minimum to $4.25
per hour in July 1988, and Connecticut’s
rate will rise from $3.75 an hour to $4.25 an
hour in October 1988. Therefore, H.R. 1834
could have less of a macroeconomic impact
than if all states were at the current federal
mimimum wage rate.

6. Estimated cost to State and local Gov-
ernment: To the extent that state and local
governments have workers who are paid at
the current minimum wage or between the
current minimum wage and the higher rates
prescribed in H.R. 1834, state and local gov-
ernment wage costs could increase with pas-
sage of H.R. 1834. There is no data available
that allows CBO to estimate the magnitude
of these costs. However, there are 10 states
which have set minimum wage levels above
the federally mandated $3.35 per hour. In
these states, the new federal minimum wage
rates could have less of an effect than in
states in which the minimum wage is at the
current federal level.

7. Estimate comparison: None.

8. Previous CBO estimate: None.

9. Estimate prepared by: Michael Pogue;
George Iden.

10. Estimate approved by: James L. Blum,
Assistant Director For Budget Analysis.
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U.S. CONGRESS,
CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE,
Washington, DC, March 29, 1988.
Hon. Avcustus F. HAWKINS,
Chairman, Commiltee on Education and
Labor, Washington, DC.

Dear MR. CHAIRMAN: The Congressional
Budget Office has prepared the attached
cost estimate for H.R. 1834, the Fair Labor
Standards Amendments of 1988, as ordered
reported by the House Committee on Edu-
cation and Labor on March 16, 1988.

If you wish further details on this esti-
mate, please call me or have your staff con-
tact Michael Pogue (226-2820).

Sincerely,
James L. Buom,
Acting Director.
CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE COST
ESTIMATE

1. Bill number: H.R. 1834,

2. Bill title: Fair Labor Standards Amend-
ments of 1988.

3. Bill status: As ordered reported by the
House Committee on Education and Labor
on March 16, 1988.

4, Bill purpose: To amend the Fair Labor
Standards Act of 1938 to restore the mini-
mum wage to a fair and equitable rate and
for other purposes.

5. Estimated cost to the Federal Govern-
ment:

[By fiscal years, in millions of dollars]

1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993

3 13 % ¥ N
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Basis of estimate.—H.R. 1834 would in-
crease the federal minimum wage in four
steps between now and January 1, 1992. The
new levels would be $3.85 per hour for the
year beginning January 1, 1989; $4.256 per
hour for the year beginning January 1,
1990; $4.65 per hour for the year beginning
January 1, 1991; and not less than $5.05 per
hour after December 31, 1991.

The Office of Personnel Management esti-
mates that the wage bill for certain support
personnel on U.S. military bases would in-
crease by the amounts shown in the table
above. Currently these workers are paid at
hourly rates between the $3.35 per hour
minimum wage and the minimum wage
rates proposed in H.R. 1834.

Increasing the minimum wage could also
increase administrative and enforcement
caseloads within the Wage and Hours Divi-
sion of the Employment Standards Adminis-
tration at the Department of Labor (DOL).
While this could result in higher costs to
the federal government, H.R. 1834 provides
no additional appropriations for this pur-

Additional provisions.—Several other
amendments to the Fair Labor Standards
Act are included in H.R. 1834. The small
business exemption would increase from the
current level of $362,500 in annual gross
sales to $500,000. The current tip credit is 40

t of the applicable minimum wage, or
$1.34 out of $3.35 per hour in 1988. This tip
credit is the maximum amount of tips an
employer can use to reduce employee wages,
and still be in compliance with minimum
wage laws. H.R. 1834 would increase this
rate to 45 percent during the year beginning
January 1, 1989 and to 50 percent after De-
cember 31, 1989. In addition, legislative
branch employees (except for Members' per-
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sonal staffs) would now be covered by the
Fair Labor Standards Act. These amend-
ments are estimated to have no cost effect
on the unified federal budget.

6. Estimated cost to State and local gov-
ernment: To the extent that state and local
governments have workers who are paid at
the current minimum wage or between the
current minimum wage and the higher rates
prescribed in H.R. 1834, state and local gov-
ernment wage costs could increase with pas-
sage of H.R. 1834. There is no data available
that allows CBO to estimate the magnitude
of these costs. Currently, state minimum
wage rates exceed the federal level in 10 ju-
risdictions (Alaska, Connecticut, District of
Columbia, Hawaii, Maine, Massachusetts,
Minnesota, New Hampshire, Rhode Island,
and Vermont). Also, California is scheduled
to raise its rate from the current federal
minimum to $4.256 per hour in July 1988,
and Connecticut's rate will rise from $3.75
an hour to $4.25 an hour in October 1988, In
these states, the new federal minimum wage
rates could have less of an effect than in
states in which the minimum wage is at the
current federal level,

7. Estimate comparison: None.

8. Previous CBO estimate: None.

9. Estimate prepared by: Michael Pogue,

10. Estimate approved by: James L. Blum,
Assistant Director for Budget Analysis.

[From the Congressional Quarterly Weekly
Report, Apr. 16, 1988]
(By Macon Morehouse)

As House members brace for battle over a
Democratic-sponsored minimum-wage bill
(HR 1834—H Rept 100-560), a controversy is
bubbling in the background over cost esti-
mates for the measure.

The Congressional Budget Office (CBO),
which has always prided itself on its non-
partisan, professional assessments of eco-
nomic issues, prepared not one but two “of-
ficial” cost estimates for HR 1834. While
both cited the same probable costs to the
states and the federal government, only the
first discussed the measure’s likely impact
on the economy at large.

It concluded that the projected increase in
the minimum wage, from $3.35 to $5.05 over
four years, could lead to higher prices on
consumer goods and the loss of nearly
500,000 jobs.

That report, dated March 25, barely saw
the light of day before it was superseded
March 29 by a second version, which omit-
ted any reference to the bill’s effect on the
economy.

According to Michael Pogue, who pre-
pared both CBO estimates, staffers on the
Education and Labor Committee had specif-
ically requested a discussion of the bill's
impact on the economy. In fact, in the cover
letter accompanying the original estimate,
acting CBO Director James L. Blum wrote,
“At the request of several committee mem-
bers, the estimate also includes a discussion
of the possible impact of HR 1834 on the
economy.”

The majority staff, Pogue said, then “de-
cided they didn't want it,” and a second
report—minus the impact assessment—was
sent to the committee.

James M. Jeffords of Vermont, ranking
Republican on the Education and Labor
Committee, corroborated Pogue's story.
“We requested certain information. . . . But
when the majority got to take a look at it,
they didn't like the looks of it, so it got de-
leted,” he said.

Susan McGuire, the committee’s majority
staff director, gave a different account.

May 4, 1988

“They [CBO] provided information which
was not requested,” she said.

Committee Chairman Augustus F. Haw-
kins, D-Calif., also laid the blame at CBO's
doorstep, saying, “I don't think CBO per-
formed well in the matter at all.”

Nobody would say why the economic
impact was deleted from the final CBO esti-
mate, although McGuire said the House
rules require an estimate only of a meas-
ure's cost to the federal government.

“It may be that the committee didn’t like
the answers we gave,” said CBO's Blum. “I
think they were hoping it would have less of

Rudolph G. Penner said that during his
tenure as CBO director (1983-87), “there
were a lot of revised cost estimates.” Howev-
er, when asked whether revisions ever in-
cluded getting rid of an entire section of the
estimate, Penner declined to comment.

Although Jeffords, as ranking committee
Republican, normally receives CBO esti-
mates as a matter of course, it took his aides
three tries to obtain a copy of the March 25
report from CBO.

Jeffords was reluctant to discuss the inci-
dent in detail. But he did say that the first
report had been “kind of shunted aside,
shall we say."”

Other GOP sources, however, speculated
darkly that the incident presaged a *‘politici-
zation” of CBO, which has been without a
permanent director since Penner resigned in
March 1987, Senate Budget Committee lead-
ers have reportedly blocked the choice fa-
vored by the House Democratic leaders—
Van Doorn Ooms, the chief economist of
the House Budget Committee—believing he
would favor the House and the Democrats,
damaging CBO's status as a nonpartisan
agency.

[From the Washington Times, Apr. 27,
1988]
LAUNDERED DaTA FrOM CBO?
(By Warren Brookes)

The unwillingness of House Speaker
James Wright to name a new Congressional
Budget Office director (the post has been
open since March 1987), other than an un-
acceptably partisan hack, has given rise to
the suspicion that the speaker is, as one
congressman put it, “trying to turn CBO
from an independent voice to a kind of
Democratic Pravda.”

This suspicion was reinforced last month
when the CBO was forced by House leader-
ship to withdraw and bury a March 25
report which showed that the proposed rise
in the minimum wage to $5.05 an hour by
1991 (H.R. 1834) would hurt the economy
far more than anyone had predicted:

“H.R. 1834 would cause the loss of ap-
proximately 250,000 to 500,000 jobs, or
about 0.2 to 0.4 percent of total employ-
ment. In general, the negative impact on
employment would be larger in the sectors
of the economy and the groups in the labor
force with low wage rates.

“Among demographic groups, the loss of
jobs most likely would be concentrated
among youth, and especially teen-agers.”

In other words, CBO was confirming what
economists have long demonstrated statisti-
cally—namely that the minimum wage will
actwu:lly hurt the poor and younger workers
most.

CBO’s March 25 analysis went on to say of
the minimum wage bill, “H.R. 1834 could
add about 0.2 to 0.3 percentage points to the
;ﬁgnmﬂation rate during the projection
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This report from the supposedly nonparti-
san and professional congressional agency
was obviously a potentially devastating blow
to a bill already in trouble in the House.

It confirmed a University of Chicago
study just released that shows that the big-
gest job losers due to the proposed rise in
the minimum wage would be the Southern
states. (See table.)

Since these are exactly the predominantly
Democratic congressional states the leader-
ship needs to secure passage of the touchy
bill, the CBO's confirmation of seriocus job
losses could have been fatal to the bill—and
may still be.

As CBO's initial letter put it, “the loss of
jobs would be minimal in durable goods
manufacturing and in metropolitan areas
where labor markets are tight and jobs are
readily available”"—in other words, in areas
where support for raising the minimum
wage as a means of leveraging up the higher
union pay scales (not helping the poor) is al-
ready solid.

But Sun Belt states with their predomi-
nantly non-durable goods, lower-wage indus-
tries would be savaged, with job losses that
could rise to 122,000 in Florida, more than
81,000 in Georgia and more than 78,000 in
North Carolina.

Small wonder that when this report first
went out, its author, economist Michael
Pogue, was (he said) told that “the majority
staff (of the Education and Labor Commit-
tee) then decided they didn't want it,” and
according to the April 16 issue of Congres-
sional Quarterly, a '“‘second report—minus
the economic impact assessment—was sent
to the committee.”

So, on March 29, a new letter and report
were issued, deleting all reference to the
negative economic assessment—and no fur-
ther copies of the March 25 letter and
report were even available to the press, or to
members of Congress.

This obvious tampering with CBO's analy-
sls has caused great consternation among
both Republicans and Democrats, who see
this as deliberate abuse of the CBO’s offices
for partisan purposes.

As ranking minority member of the Edu-
cation and Labor Committee Rep. James
Jeffords of Vermont complained, “We re-
quested certain information ... But when
the majority got to take a look at it they
didn’t like the looks of it, so it got deleted.”

Indeed, the cover letter of the March 29
version even deleted the following state-
ment from the March 25 version: “At the re-
quest of several committee members, the es-
timate also include a discussion of the possi-
ble impact of H.R. 1834 on the economy."”

This allowed Susan McGuire, the Ed-
Labor committee’s majority staff director,
to tell CQ, “They [CBO] provided informa-
tion which was not requested,” when, of
course it had been specifically requested by
Mr, Jeffords and House Minority Leader
Robert Michel, among others.

Committee Chairman Augustus Hawkins,
Democrat of California, even blamed CBO
for going beyond its mandate, saying, “I
don’t think CBO performed well in the
matter, at all.”

Of course the only problem with the “per-
formance” is that as Acting CBO Director
James Blum put it to CQ, “the committee
didn’t like the answers we gave. I think they
were hoping it [the minimum wage hike]
would have less of an impact.”

This whole episode is suspiciously reminis-
cent of a similar situation last June 9 when
Mr. Wright stopped the presentation to the
House Banking Committee of a powerful
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report by the Federal Home Loan Bank
Board on widespread corruption and crime
in the Texas savings and loan industry, just
as the report was about to be delivered by
FHLBE's William K. Black.

That report has never been presented to
Congress—even as its finding are being rou-
tinely vindicated by federal indictments of
Mr., Wright's own S&L banking cronies in
Texas.

The minimum-wage report fiasco is only
the latest in a vicious cycle of venality and
sleaze now engulfing Congress.

MINIMUM WAGE-RELATED JOB LOSSES
[Effects of rise from $3.35 to $4.65]

By 1991 By 1995

Alabama 18464 39572
e T
1152 30417

s i
North Caroling e 78173
South Carolina 20475 43800
Tennessee 23362 49708
Virginia 823 62205
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[From the Wall Street Journal, May 3,
19881

MiNiMUM WAGE, MAXIMUM COVER-UP

One of the most frequently used phrases
in Washington is “the nonpartisan Congres-
sional Budget Office.” It look as if we can
all drop the “non-partisan” pose. An embar-
rassing incident suggests that the CBO is
being pulled into the expanding empire of
the House Democratic leadership.

The Congressional Budget Office was
asked recently to assess the impact of a cur-
rent bill hiking the minimum wage from
$3.35 to $5.05. The bill's outcome is uncer-
tain, but the Democratic leadership has
been pushing hard for an election-year vote
that would force the people who don't agree
with them (Republicans, Southern Demo-
crats, various “moderates’) to vote against
what is sometimes thought to be a Mom-
and-apple-pie issue. The CBO, however, con-
cluded that raising the minimum wage
would push up consumer prices and cause
the loss of as many as 500,000 jobs. That
conclusion is hardly novel. Almost all econo-
mists agree that minimum-wage laws de-
stroy jobs and hurt younger workers, espe-
cially the poor. What is news is that some
House Democratic staffers, unhappy with
the CBO's analysis, have suppressed this
report. A second version issued four days
later omitted any reference to the bill's
effect on the economy.

The initial three-page CBO report was
sent to the House Education and Labor
Committee on March 25. It included an esti-
mate of the minimum-wage bill’s cost to the
federal government as well as a discussion
of its impact on the economy that, accord-
ing to Acting CBO Director James Blum,
ht:‘dr been requested by the committee’s
staff.

The report concluded that increasing the
minimum wage by the amounts indicated in
the bill “could cause the loss of approxi-
mately 250,000 to 500,000 jobs” and add
“about 0.2 to 0.3 percentage points to the
annual inflation rate.” Job losses would be
concentrated in “the groups in the labor
force with low wage rates .
among teen-agers.” If made puhnc. the
report obviously would have been a slap in
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the face to the bill’s liberal sponsors and
might have swayed several votes.

CBO's Michael Pogue, the co-author of
the report, says that “the majority staff of
the committee then decided they didn't
want it” and asked for a second version. So
on March 29, a new report—shorter by a
third and minus all reference to the bill's
impact on unemployment and inflation—
was issued by CBO.

The original March 25 report then seemed
to vanish. Rep. James Jeffords, the ranking
Republican on the Education and Labor
Committee, is supposed to routinely receive
CBO estimates. But when his staff members
learned of the report’s existence, CBO told
them that they couldn't have it. It took
three attempts for Rep. Jeffords to obtain a
copy. When it finally came to light, the ac-
companying cover letter indicated a copy
was supposed to have been given to him all
along.

Rep. Jeffords confirmed Mr. Pogue's ac-
count in an interview with Congressional
Quarterly, “We requested certain informa-
tion but when the majority finally got to
take a look at it they didn’t like the looks of
it, so it got deleted.”

Committee Democrats are stonewalling
the issue. Susan McGuire, the committee's
majority staff director, claims that “CBO
provided information which was not re-
quested.” Rep. Augustus Hawkins, the com-
mittee chairman, also blames the CBO for
going beyond its mandate, telling Congres-
sional Quarterly, “I don’t think CBO per-
formed well in the matter, at all.” CBO
Acting Director Blum remembers matters
differently: “The committee didn't like the
answers we gave and I think they were
hoping the minimum wage hike would have
less of an impact.”

The CBO was created to serve as Con-
gress's fiscal umpire. Partisan tampering
with reports that are the basis of Congress’s
deliberations on public policy is an abuse of
power. “CBO is supposed to give us the
facts,” says Rep. Thomas Petri, a moderate
Wisconsin Republican. “It is not supposed
to be a propaganda arm of the House lead-
ership.”

But that may be just what House Speaker
Jim Wright wants to be. The key post of
CBO director has been vacant for more
than 13 months, largely because Speaker
‘Wright insists on backing a candidate who
Senate Budget Committee leaders fear
would tilt in favor of the House’s more liber-
al spending priorities. People wonder why
the political process in Washington works so
poorly now. Incidents such as this offer an
explanation.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. PETRI. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks on the
subject of my special order this
evening.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
WoLpPE). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Wiscon-
sin?

There was no objection.
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LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Mr. KyL (at the request of Mr.
MicHEL), from 5:30 pm. to 7 p.m.
today, on account of medical reasons.

Mr. YaTEs (at his own request), for
May 4, May 5, and possibly May 6, on
account of illness.

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission
to address the House, following the
legislative program and any special
orders heretofore entered, was granted

to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. PETRI) to revise and
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous material:)

Mr. SwinpaLL, for 60 minutes, today.

Mr. DornaN of California, for 5 min-
utes, today.

Mr. BurtoN of Indiana, for 5 min-
utes, today.

Mr. FieLps, for 60 minutes, on May
10.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. GonazaLEz) to revise and
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous material:)

Mr. Hussarp, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. St GermaiN, for 5 minutes,
today.

Mr. Axnnunzio, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. Boranp, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. KasTeENMEIER, for 5 minutes,
today.

Mr. CorLEman of Texas, for 5 min-
utes, today.

Mr. SvaTTERY, for 60 minutes, on
June 6.

Mr. WoLprE, for 60 minutes, on May
10.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission
to revise and extend remarks was
granted to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. PeTrI) and to include ex-
traneous matter:)

Mr. WELDON in three instances.

Mrs. MORELLA,

Mr. CLINGER.

Mr. Tromas of California.

Mr. GREEN.

Mr. HORTON.

Mr. GILMAN.

Mr. McDADE.

Mr. GALLEGLY.

Mr. CraNE in eight instances.

Mr. LIGHTFOOT.

Mr. Youne of Florida.

Mr. KEmp in two instances.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. GonzaLez) and to include
extraneous matter:)

Mr. PEPPER.

Mr. SCHEUER.

Mr. RoOE.

Mr. DyMALLY.

Mr. LELAND.
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Mr. COELHO.

Mr. FLogrIO in two instances.

Mr. MONTGOMERY.

Mr. CARDIN.

Mr. DARDEN.

Mr. BERMAN.

Mr. DOWNEY.

Mr. SYNAR.

Mr. MiLLER of California.

Mr. RANGEL.

Mr. MorrisoN of Connecticut in
three instances.

Mr. FrosT in three instances.

Ms. PELOSI.

Mr. Forp of Michigan.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. PETRI. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 8 o'clock and 45 minutes
p.m.) under its previous order, the
House adjourned until Thursday, May
5, 1988, at 10 a.m.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,

.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu-
tive communications were taken from
the Speaker’s table and referred as fol-
lows:

3558, A letter from the Acting Director,
The Wilson Center, transmitting a draft of
proposed legislation to authorize appropria-
tions for the Woodrow Wilson International
Center for Scholars’ Endowment Challenge
Fund, pursuant to 31 U.S.C. 1110; to the
Committee on House Administration.

3559. A letter from the Secretary of De-
fense, transmitting a copy of the Depart-
ment’'s “Report on Allied Contributions to
the Common defense”, pursuant to 22
U.S.C. 1928 nt; jointly, to the Committees
on Armed Services and Foreign Affairs.

3560, A letter from the Secretary of
Transportation, transmitting the ninth
annual report on administration of the off-
shore oil pollution compensation fund, pur-
suant to 43 U.S.C. 1824; jointly, to the Com-
mittees on Interior and Insular Affairs and
Merchant Marine and Fisheries.

3561. A letter form the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
copies of the fiscal year 1989 budget re-
quests of the Federal Aviation Administra-
tion to the Department, including requests
for facilities and equipment and research,
engineering, and development, pursuant to
49 U.S.C. app. 2205(f); jointly, to the Com-
mittees on Public Works and Transporta-
tion and Science, Space and Technology.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLU-
TIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports
of committees were delivered to the
Clerk for printing and reference to the
proper calendar, as follows:

Mrs. SCHROEDER: Committee on Post
Office and Civil Service. H.R. 4318. A bill to
improve the administration of the personnel
systems of the General Accounting Office;
with an amendment (Rept. 100-599, Pt. 1).
Ordered to be printed.
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Mr. FASCELL: Committee on Foreign Af-
fairs. H.J. Res. 493. Resolution disapproving
the 1988 certification by the President with
respect to Bolivia under section 481(h) of
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961. (Rept.
100-601, Pt. 1). Ordered to be printed.

Mr. FASCELL: Committee on Foreign Af-
fairs. H.J. Res. 495. Resolution disapproving
the 1988 certification by the President with
respect to Paraguay under section 481(h) of
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961. (Rept.
100-602, Pt. 1). Ordered to be printed.

Mr. FASCELL. Committee on Foreign Af-
fairs. H.J. Res. 497. Resolution disapproving
the 1988 certification by the President with
respect to Peru under section 481(h) of the
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961. (Rept. 100-
603, Pt. 1). Ordered to be printed.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON
PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLU-
TIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports
of committees were delivered to the
Clerk for printing and reference to the
proper calendar, as follows:

Mr. MAZZOLI: Committee on the Judici-
ary. H.R. 4363. A bill for the relief of Ivan
Lendl. (Rept. 100-596). Referred to the
Committee of the Whole House.

Mr. MAZZOLI: Committee on the Judici-
ary. H.R. 3925. A bill for the relief of Gagik
Barseghian. (Rept. 100-597). Referred to
the Committee of the Whole House.

Mr. MAZZOLI: Committee on the Judici-
ary. H.R. 446. A bill for the relief of Jens-
Peter Berndt. (Rept. 100-598). Referred to
the Committee of the Whole House.

REPORTED BILLS
SEQUENTIALLY REFERRED

Under clause 5 of rule X, bills and
reports were delivered to the Clerk for
printing, and bills referred as follows:

Mr. UDALL: Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs. H.R. 1516. A bill to require
annual appropriations of funds necessary to
support timber management and resource
conservation on the Tongass National
Forest; with amendments; referred to the
Committee on Agriculture for a period
ending not later than June 10, 1988 for con-
sideration of such provisions of the bill and
amendments as fall within the jurisdiction
of that committee pursuant to clause 1(a),
rule X. (Rept. 100-600, Pt. 1). Ordered to be
printed.

PUBLIC BILL AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 5 of rule X and clause
4 of rule XXII, public bills and resolu-
tions were introduced and severally re-
ferred as follows:

By Mr, JOHNSON of South Dakota:
H.R. 4523. A bill to restore the occupation-
al tax on small retail beer dealers to $24; to
the Committee on Ways and Means.
By Mr. ASPIN:
H.R. 4524. A bill to increase the dollar
amount of defense authorizations for fiscal
year 1988 that are subject to transfer for
new purposes pursuant to law, and for other
{)urposes: to the Committee on Armed Serv-
ces.
By Mr. BRENNAN:
H.R. 4525. A bill to designate the U.S.
Courthouse located at 156 Federal Street in
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Portland, ME, as the “Edward Thaxter Gig-
noux United States Courthouse”; to the
Committee on Public Works and Transpor-
tation.

By Mr. ANDREWS (for himself, Mr.
Mrazek, Mr. LEwis of Georgia, Mr.
CLARKE, Mr. MONTGOMERY, Mr. Bus-
TAMANTE, Mr. SHAW, Mr, WILSON, Mr,
CoLEMAN of Texas, Mr. Tavzin, Mr.
RICHARDSON, Mr. KASTENMEIER, Mr.
SKEEN, Mr. BEILENSON, Mr. DORNAN
of California, Mr. STark, Mr. FroOsT,
Mr. FieLps, Mrs. KENNELLY, Mr. DE
Luco, Mr. Lirinski, Mr, CHAPMAN,
Mr. STENHOLM, and Mr. SLATTERY).

H.R. 4526. A bill to provide for the addi-
tion of approximately 600 acres to the Ma-
nassas National Battlefield Park; to the
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs.

By Mr. ANNUNZIO (for himself and
Mr. HiLer) (both by request):

H.R. 4527. A bill to authorize appropria-
tions for the U.S, Mint, for fiscal years 1989
and 1990, and for other purposes, to the
Committee on Banking, Finance and Urban
Affairs,

By Mr. BARNARD (for himself and
Mr, GUARINI):

H.R. 4528. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 to provide that infor-
mation returns shall be filed with the Inter-
nal Revenue Service with respect to inter-
est, dividends, royalties, and certain other
amounts paid to corporations; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. BARTON of Texas (for him-
self and Mr. Leland):

H.R. 4529, A bill extending permission for
the President’'s Commission on White House
Fellows to accept certain donations; to the
Committee on Post Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. COLEMAN of Texas (for him-
self and Mr. LELAND):

H.R. 4530. A bill to amend the Public
Health Service Act to direct the Secretary
of Health and Human Services to reimburse
physicians and medical facilities which give
emergency treatment to certain undocu-
mented aliens and alien commuter workers,;
to the Committee on Energy and Com-
merce.

By Mr. CRANE:

H.R. 4531. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 to provide that serv-
ice performed for an elementary or second-
ary school operated primarily for religious
purposes is exempt from the Federal unem-
ployment tax; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

By Mr. DAVIS of Michigan:

H.R. 4532. A bill to provide that surplus
dairy products should be provided to carry
out the Temporary Emergency Food Assist-
ance Program before certain dairy export
programs to extend such dairy export pro-
grams, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture.

By Mr. KASTENMEIER:

H.R. 4533. A bill to authorize appropria-
tions for fiscal year 1989 to the Legal Serv-
ices Corporation to carry out the Legal
Services Corporation Act, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. LIGHTFOOT:

H.R. 4534. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 to permit taxpayers
to elect to pay tax shown on return in in-
stallments and to authorize the Secretary to
enter into installment agreements, to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. RODINO (for himself, Mr.
MONTGOMERY, Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT,
Mr. SoLomoN, Mr. RoE, Mr. RINALDO,
Mr. Frorio, Mr. HuGHES, Mr. CoUR-
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TER, Mr. GUARINI, Mr. DwyeEr of
New Jersey, Mrs. ROUKEMA, Mr.
SaxToN, Mr. TorrICELLI, Mr, GALLO,
and Mr. SMiTH of New Jersey):

H.R. 4535. A bill to designate the outpa-
tient clinic of the Veterans' Administration
to be located on New Jersey State Route 70
in Brick Township, NJ, as the “James J.
Howard Veterans’ Outpatient Clinic”; to the
Committee on Veterans' Affairs.

By Mr. WEBER (for himself, Mr.
Davis of Illinois, Mr. GARcia, Mr.
GRrANDY, Mr, GUNDERSON, Mr.
Horroway, Mr. JoaNsoN of South
Dakota, Mr. LAGOMARSINO, Mr.
Doxarp E. LUKens, Mr. PENNY, Mr.
OBERSTAR, and Mr. STANGELAND):

H.R. 4536. A bill to amend the Food Secu-
rity Act of 1985 to require the Secretary of
Agriculture to use multiyear set-asides to es-
tablish wildlife habitats and feeding areas;
to the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. WYLIE:

H.R. 4537. A bill to authorize the Secre-
tary of the Army to carry out a flood con-
trol project on the Scioto River at West Co-
lumbus, OH; to the Committee on Public
Works and Transportation.

By Mr. GILMAN (for himself, Mr.
LeLAND, and Mr. EMERSON):

H.J. Res, 563. Joint resolution designating
October 16, 1988, as “World Food Day”; to
the Committee on Post Office and Civil
Service.

H. Con. Res. 283. Concurrent resolution
correcting the enrollment of the bill H.R. 3;
considered and agreed to.

MEMORIALS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII,

357. The SPEAKER presented a memorial
of the Senate of the State of Illinois, rela-
tive to the amnesty period for applying for
temporary legal residence; which was re-
ferred to the Committee on the Judiciary.

PRIVATE BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII,

Mr. MORRISON of Washington intro-
duced a bill (H.R. 4538) to permit reim-
bursement of relocation expenses of Wil-
liam D. Morger;, which was referred to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, spon-
sors were added to public bills and res-
olutions as follows:

H.R. 995. Mr. Dowpy of Mississippi.

H.R. 1270: Mr. HANsEN, Mr. RANGEL,
EK1Lpeg, Mr. GranTt, Mrs. KENNELLY,
Lowry of Washington, Ms. KAPTUR,
Ropino, Mr. DeFazio, Mr. McDaDEg,
OxLEY, Mr. Sikorski, Mr. MaTsul,
LeaMaN of Florida, Mr. MiLLeEr of Washing-
ton, Mr. PEPPER, Mr. HaLL of Ohio, Mr. PER-
KINS, Mr. MiLLEr of Ohio, Mr, KLECZRA, Mr.
WHEAT, Mr, NaTCHER, Mr. Forp of Tennes-
see, Mr, LELAND, Mr. LUNGREN, Mr. WATKINS,
Mr. Forp of Michigan, Mr. MaANTON, Mr.
GorpoN, Mr. Borski, Mr. McMiLLan of
North Carolina, Mr. SisisKy, Mr. STANGE-
LAND, Mr. Tarron, Mr. TAuke, Mr. SPENCE,
Mr. WALGREN, Mr. WHITTEN, Mr. BONIOR,
Mr. ViscLosky, Mr. FusTeErR, Mr. GAYDOS,
Mr. Gray of Illinois, and Mr, MURPHY.

H.R. 1801: Mr. RoBINSON, Mr. ATKINS, Mr.
Havyes of Illinois, and Mr., WIsE.

FEEEE
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H.R. 1808: Mr, GLICKMAN.

H.R. 2762: Mr. ANDERSON, Mr. LEVINE of
California, Mr., MANTON, Mr. FUsTER, Mrs.
MOoRELLA, and Mr. EMERSON,

H.R. 2944: Mr. Sm1TH of Florida.

H.R. 3215: Mr, FROST.

H.R. 3294: Mr. TrHoMAs A, LUKEN, Mr.
GOODLING, Mr, CHANDLER, Mrs. COLLINS, Mr.
FOGLIETTA, and Mr. MARKEY.

H.R. 3455: Mr. SmiTH of New Jersey, Mr.
CrOCKETT, and Mr, RANGEL.

H.R. 3565: Mr. VENTO.

H.R. 3588: Mr. RoE, Mr. GaRcIa, and Mr.
TORRES.

H.R. 3628: Mr. ANTHONY, Mr. STENHOLM,
Mr. Morrison of Washington, Mr. SMiTH of
New Jersey, Mr. LEwis of California, Mr.
HasTERT, and Mr, GLICKMAN.

H.R. 3635: Mr. HoLLoway, Mr. THOMAS of
Georgia, and Mr. RowLaAND of Georgia.

H.R. 3646: Mr. CARPER, Mr. SMITH of New
Hampshire, Mr. UpaLi, Mrs. Lioyp, Mr.
GinNGrICH, Mr. SunpQuUisT, Miss SCHNEIDER,
and Mr. MOAKLEY.

H.R. 3723. Mr. pE LA GARzA, Mr. SKELTON,
Mr. HEFNER, Mr. CHENEY, Mr. MARLENEE,
Mr. Marsuir, Mr. MoNTGOMERY, and Mr.
StuMP.

H.R. 3766: Mr. VeENTO, Mr. CoNYERS, Mr.
Evans, and Ms. PELOSI.

H.R. 3791: Mr. Ray, Mr. WoLre, Mr.
Skaces, and Mr. Fazio.

H.R. 3892 Mrs. VucaNovicH and Mr. Mc-
MiLLawn of North Carolina.

H.R. 3893: Mr. COURTER,

H.R. 3907: Mrs. Boxer, Mr. FieLps, Mr.
BarTton of Texas, and Mr. RHODES.

H.R. 4002: Mr. LENT.

H.R. 4008; Mr. LoTT.

H.R. 4036: Mr. CHAPMAN,

H.R. 4074: Mr. Gray of Illinois.

H.R. 4083: Mr. MINETA.

H.R. 4190: Mr. SYNAR, Mrs. BENTLEY, MT.
Towns, Mrs. CoLLiNs, and Mr. Rok.

H.R. 4192: Mr. CLINGER, Mr. KEMP, Mr.
GEPHARDT, Mr. BUNNING, Mr. HuGgHES, Mr.
UrTON, Mr. MACK, Mr. McCEwWEN, Mr. GALLO,
Mr. MoAgLEY, Mr. KoLTER, Mr. HANSEN,
Mrs. LLoyp, Mrs, SCHROEDER, Mr, WorF, Mr.
WiLsoN, Mr. ARKAKA, Mr, SaxToN, Mr. MoL-
INARI, Mr. TAYLOR, Mr. BALLENGER, Mr. HaM-
MERSCHMIDT, Mr. STANGELAND, Mr, MILLER of
Ohio, Mr. CoBLE, Mr. TAvuzIN, Mr. BATEMAN,
Mr. CALLAHAN, Mr. PaARris, Mrs. BENTLEY,
Mr. KLEcZKA, and Mr, GORDON,

H.R. 4212: Mr. GREEN.

H.R. 4270: Mr. LELaND, Mr. PEPPER, Mr.
Dixon, Mr. BoNkKEr, Mr, BRown of Califor-
nia, Mr. GILMAN, Mr, Gray of Pennsylvania,
Ms. PeLosi, Mr. DEFAzro, Mr. JEFFORDS, Mr.
FEIGHAN, Mrs. RoukeMA, and Mr. BusTa-
MANTE.

H.R. 4373: Mr. ALEXANDER, Mr. LELAND,
Mr. BUECHNER, Mr. HOYER, Mrs. BoxXer, Mr.
Levin of Michigan, Mr. CHAPMAN, and Mr.
DE LA GARZA.

H.R. 4403: Mr. Weiss, Mr. WHEAT, Mr.
Haves of Illinois, Mrs. KENNELLY, MTr.
AvuCoIN, Mr. Torres, Mr. KASTENMEIER, Mr.
MorrisoN of Connecticut, Mr. KeNNEDY,
Mr. Moopy, Mr. Ropino, and Mr. Towns.

H.R. 4420: Mr. DornNaN of California, Mr.
WORTLEY, Mr. DEFAz1o, Mr. LAGOMARSINO,
Mr. SmitH of New Hampshire, Mr. BarToN
of Texas, Mr. Owens of New York, Mr.
NieLson of Utah, and Mr, UrToN.

H.R. 4433: Mr. CLINGER.

H.R. 4516: Mr. JeFForDs, Mr. CoLEMAN of
Missouri, and Mr, WILLIAMS.

H.J. Res. 138: Mr. MAVROULES.

H.J. Res. 315: Mr. LaNtos and Mr.
WiLsoN.

H.J. Res. 378: Mr. M1LLEr of Washington,
Mr. DoNaLp E. LUKENS, Mr. LicHTFOOT, MT.
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Lewis of California, Mr. Rowranp of Geor-
gia, Mrs, Sarki, Mr. ScHULZE, Mr. SKELTON,
Mr. SmiTH of New Hampshire, Mr. STRAT-
TON, Mr. StoMp, Mr. SWEENEY, Mr. SYNAR,
Mr. TavziN, Mr. Tavrior, Mr. THOMAS of
Georgia, Mr. WeLDON, Mr, WHITTAKER, Mr.
Youne of Alaska, Mr. HucHEs, Mr, GING-
RICH, Mr. REGULA, Mr. CHANDLER, Mr. COLE-
MAN of Missouri, Mr, CooPER, Mr. DERRICK,
Mr. Espy, Mr. FaweLL, Mr. Gexas, Mr.
Gray of Illinois, Mr. GUARINI, Mr. HARRIS,
Mr., HASTERT, Mr. HEFLEY, Mr. HERTEL, Mr.
HuwrteEr, Mr. HurTo, Mrs. JouNsoN of Con-
necticut, Mr. PickerT, Mr. LoTTr, Mr. DE LA
GaRza, Mr. Borsgi, Mr. KANJORSKI, Mr.
Mazzorr, Mr. BapHaM, Mrs, BENTLEY, Mr.
BILIRAKIS, Mr. BrLiLEY, Mr. BUECHNER, Mr.
CARR, Mr. CLINGER, Mr. CoBLE, Mr. COLEMAN
of Texas, Mr. COURTER, Mr. CrA1G, Mr. DAN-
NEMEYER, Mr. Dreier of California, Mr.
KoLse, Mr. Huockasy, Mr. HouGHTON, Mr.
HEFNER, Mr. HANSEN, Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT,
Mr, Hawr of Ohio, Mr. GrecG, Mr. GUNDER-
SON, Mr. GALLEGLY, Mr. Epwarps of Oklaho-
ma, Mr. RosiNsoN, Mr. RHoDES, Mr. Ra-
VENEL, Mr. PURSELL, Mr. PETRI, Mr. PERKINS,
Mr. PAsHAYAN, Mr. Parris, Mr. OXLEY, Mr.
Owens of Utah, Ms. Oaxar, and Mr. MoNT-
GOMERY.

H.J. Res. 398: Mr. PeTRI, Mr. FIELDS, Mr.
Daus, Mr. Parris, Mr. SKEEN, Mr. TRAXLER,
Mr, GoopLiNG, and Mr. EMERSON.

H.J. Res. 438: Mr. RangeL and Mr. OWENsS
of Utah.

H.J. Res. 452: Mr. GgranT and Mr.

SCHUETTE.

H.J. Res. 458: Mr. McDapg, Mr. BurToN of
Indiana, Mr. Frost, Mr. GUNDERSON, Mr.
BrooMFIELD, Mr. KASTENMEIER, Mr. LANTOS,
Mr. HASTERT, Mr. LANCASTER, Mr. BATEMAN,
Mr. AsPIN, Mr. ARCHER, Mr. BUECHNER, and
Mr. MARKEY.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

H.J. Res. 476: Mr. QUIiLLEN, Mr, BORSKI,
ll\dr. Lrrinsk1, Mr. YaTes, and Mr. LeacH of

oOWa.

H.J. Res. 478: Ms. PELos1, Mr. WE1ss, Mr.
Haves of Louisiana, Mr. HorrtoN, Ms.
KapTUR, Mrs. BENTLEY, Mr. Robpmno, Mr.
CLEMENT, Mr. LEHMAN of Florida, Mr, FrRoOST,
Mr. HOCHBRUECKNER, Mr, GOODLING, Mr. DE-
Fazio, Mr. WaxmaN, Mr. Joxes of North
Carolina, Mr. Venro, Mr. HuGHES, Mr. Haw-
KINS, Mr. KANJORSKI, Mr. Dyson, Mr. DIn-
GELL, Mr. SPENCE, Mr. DARDEN, Mr, STANGE-
LAND, Mrs. BYyroN, Mr. HOYER, Mr, ANDER-
sON, Mr. BERMAN, Mr. Braccr, Mr. BOUCHER,
Mr. BROOMFIELD, Mr. BUSTAMANTE, Mr.
CARDIN, Mr, CArPER, Mr, CoLEMAN of Texas,
Mrs. CoLLINs, Mr. pE Luco, Mr, Dicks, Mrs.
Lroyp, Mr. Dowpy of Mississippi, Mr.
DuNcaN, Mr. ERDREICH, Mr. FAUNTROY, Mr.
FRENZEL, Mr, GUARINI, Mr. GUNDERSON, Mr.
Hawr of Texas, Mr. HEFNER, Mr. HENRY, Mr.
IRELAND, Mr. KOLTER, Mr., LANCASTER, Mr.
LeacH of Iowa, Mr, Lewis of California, Mr,
McEweN, Mr. McMirLLENn of Maryland, Mr.
ManToN, Mr. MaTsur, Mr. MitLeEr of Ohio,
Mr. MurPHY, Ms. OAxARr, Mr. CONYERS, Mr.
Levin of Michigan, Mr. Owens of New
York, Mr. PERKINS, Mr. PurRseLL, Mr. RICH-
ARDSON, Mr. ROBINSON, Mr. PASHAYAN, Mr.
Savace, Mr. CAmMPBELL, Mr. STAGGERS, Mr.
STOKES, Mr., TAUKE, Mr. TAYLOR, Mr, TRAX-
LER, Mr., VALENTINE, Mr. WALGREN, MTr,
YarroN, Mr. HANSEN, Mr. NATCHER, Mr.
WoLprg, Mr. Dixon, Mr. Forp of Michigan,
Mr. RoGers, Mrs. VucanovicH, Mr. PEPPER,
Mrs. KENNELLY, Mr. YaTEs, Mr. Saso, and
Mr. MiLLEr of California.

H.J. Res. 485: Mr. CooPER, Mr. DUNCAN,
Mr. Jowes of Tennessee, Mr. MacEay, Mr.
SeraTT, and Mr, TALLON.

H.J. Res. 504: Mr. McEwWEN, Mr. S1sIsKY,
Mr. Bonior of Michigan, Mr. MazzoL1, Mr.
SmiTH of New Hampshire, Mr. VANDER JAGT,
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Mr. KOLTER, Mr. GranT, Mr. Forp of Michi-
gan, and Mr. FrROST.

H.J. Res. 542: Mr. LUNGREN and Ms,
PELOSI.

H.J. Res. 553: Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT, MTr.
Cray, and Mr. FAUNTROY.

H. Con. Res. 11: Ms. Snowe.

H. Con. Res. 19: Mrs. MEYERs of Kansas.

H. Con. Res. 239: Mr. WaxmMaN and Mr,
SmrTe of New Hampshire.

H. Con. Res. 253: Mr. ACKERMAN, Ms.
Perosi, Mr. Gray of Pennsylvania, Mr.
GRANT, Mr. FAUNTROY, Mr. HovYER, MTr.
Jones of North Carolina, Mrs. Boxer, Mr.
DEFAzio, Mr. LAGOMARSINO, Mr. BENNETT,
Mr, Smrte of Florida, Mrs. PATTERSON, MT.
TorRres, Mr. LEaMaN of Florida, Mr. PEPPER,
Mr. Roe, Mr. WHEAT, Mr. ScHEUER, MTr.
MRAZEK, Mr. CLARKE, Mr. Sun1a, Mr. BROWN
of California, Ms. KAPTUR, Mr. UPTON, Mr.
GLICKMAN, Mr. WE1ss, and Mr. DELLUMS

H. Con. Res. 254: Mrs. BENTLEY, MTrs.
BoGes, Mr. FOGLIETTA, Mr. MARTINEZ, MTr.
Hui:nrs. Mr. EcrarT, and Mr. Davis of Illi-
nois.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, peti-
tions and papers were laid on the
Clerk’s desk and referred as follows:

166. By the SPEAKER: Petition of the
Presbytery of San Fernando, Northridge,
CA, relative to peace in Central America; to
the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

167. Also, petition of Jaime S. Valdez,
Tempe, AZ, relative to a notice of joiner; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.
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