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release. Avital's courage and stamina
throughout this ordeal have been a source of
inspiration to those who have come to know
her.

With the release of certain Soviet dlssi-
dents in May, the hope emerged that a
turning point had finally been reached, that
the pressures on the Soviets to get conces-
slons from the United States outweighed
whatever sordid benefit the Soviets may gain
by holding on to Shcharansky and others.

Sensing that more dissidents would be re-
leased, cautious optimism spread through
Washington and other Western capitals. The
Vienna summit was about to convene. The
two people capable of negotiating Shcharan-
sky’s release were to meet for three days.

At the conclusion of the summit, Shcha-
ranskywas still incarcerated.

The Soviet Unlon has expressed its sincere
desire to have the SALT II treaty ratified by
the Senate In the near future. The Sovlet
economy can benefit greatly from favorable
trade benefits that come with most favored
nation trade status. It would be enormously
helpful, if progress on these and other com-
plex issues is to be made, if the Soviets dem-
onstrated thelr willingness to honor the com-
mitments they have already made.

In keeping with the provisions of the final
act of the Helsinkl accords—guaranteeing
free emigration—Shcharansky's release is
demanded,

The time for actlon is now. If there 1s not
an immediate declsion by the Soviet Union to
release Shcharansky, then our rationale for
working quietly is past. We will have to In-
tensify our efforts and build an ever-rising
public outcry against this injustice.

People of consclence everywhere must join
together in demanding that the Soviet Union
release this brave young man.@

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

HON. LARRY M:DONALD

OF GEORGIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, July 12, 1979

® Mr. McDONALD. Mr. Speaker, due to
my factfinding visit to Nicaragua on
July 10, 1979, I missed two votes during
the day’s proceedings. If I had been
present I would have voted as follows:

““No” on rolleall No. 307, the passage
of H.R. 827, the U.S. Postal Service Dis-
pute Resolution Procedures, and “No” on
rollcall No. 308, an amendment to H.R.
3821, that sought to require the Presi-
dent to publicly disclose the aggregate
appropriations total for the national for-
eign intelligence program for fiscal year
1980 on November 1, 1979.@
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SUPPORT FOR WAGE-PRICE CON-
TROLS HIGHEST SINCE 1974, AC-
CORDING TO GALLUP POLL

HON. TED WEISS

OF NEW YORK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, July 12, 1979

@ Mr. WEISS. Mr. Speaker, the Congres-
sional Budget Office said yesterday that
the economy has entered a recession that
will last the rest of this year and infla-
tion will remain at or near double-digit
level in 1979 and 1980. CBO predicts that
the unemployment rate will rise to the
intolerable level of 7.3 percent.

This is a clear indication that the time
is long overdue for the Congress to grant
the President standby authority to im-
pose mandatory wage and price controls.
We can no longer allow the American
people to suffer the ravages of inflation
and extremely high unemployment.

I would like to insert a copy of a poll
published by the Gallup organization on
May 27 showing that the support among
the American people for wage and price
controls is the highest since such con-
trols were removed in 1974. In addition
this poll demonstrates that the current
majority favoring controls—57 percent—
represents the highest recorded over a
period of four decades during which time
more than 40 national surveys were con-
ducted on the subject. I hope that my
colleagues will carefully read this poll
and realize that we can wait no longer to
enact the necessary legislation. The poll
and the description of it by the Gallup
organization follows:

SUuPPORT FOR WAGE-PrICE CoNTROLS HIGHEST
SimncE THEIR REMoOvVAL IN 1974
(By George Gallup)

PRINCETON, N.J—As concern over inflation
continues to grow, support for wage-price
controls has reached the highest point re-
corded In the five years since President Rich-
ard Nixon removed all controls April 30, 1974,

A majority in the latest survey, 57 percent,
says they would favor having the government
bring back wage-price controls, while 31 per-
cent say they would oppose such a move.

The current percentage favoring controls
represents one of the highest recorded over a
period of four decades during which time
more than 40 national surveys on the sub-
Jject have been conducted. Support has been
on a general upswing since February of last
year, when 44 percent voliced support for
controls.
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Here is the question asked to determine
current attitudes toward returning to wage
and price controls:

""Would you favor or oppose having the gov-
ernment bring back wage and price con-
trols?"

And here Is the trend since February 1978:

Favor or oppose return to controls

[In percent]

No

Favor Oppose opinion

57 31 12
July 7-10, 1978_.._ 53 34 13
May 19-22, 1978-.. 52 36 12
April 14-17, 1978 52 37 11
Feb. 10-13, 1978-._-. 44 40 16

A return to controls has support from a
broad spectrum of the American public In-
cluding members of labor union families and
residents of every geographlc region.

Sharp differences do appear, however, by
political affiliation, educational attalnment
and family iIncome. As one might expect, Re-
publicans are less apt to favor controls than
are Democrats or independents.

As has been the case in previous surveys,
college-educated Americans are less likely to
vote for returning to controls than are those
whose formal education ended at the high
school or grade school level.

Similarly, those in the highest income
bracket are less likely to favor controls than
are people in the middle and lower income
groups.

President Carter continues to assert that he
will not impose controls, despite mounting
pressure from various quarters to do so. Busl-
ness and labor leaders also continue to oppose
controls. Labor leaders belleve wage controls
unfairly penalize union workers; business
people fear that controls will cause shortages
in some commodities.

The results reported today are based on
personal interviews with 1,490 adults, 18 and
older, interviewed in more than 300 sclen-
tifically selected localities across the nation
during the period May 4-7.@

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

HON. ROMANO L. MAZZOLI

OF KENTUCKY
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, July 12, 1979

® Mr. MAZZOLI. Mr. Speaker, I was un-
avoidably absent from the House on July
11, 1979. Had I been present, I would
have voted: ‘“No” on rollcall No. 315,
House Resolution 231, to disapprove Re-
organization Plan No. 2 transmitted by
the President on April 10, 1979.@

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Friday, July 13, 1979

The House met at 10 a.m.
The Chaplain, Rev. James David Ford,
D.D., offered the following prayer:

Heavenly Father, we offer our thanks
for the gifts we have received—for each
new day, for friends and home and
family.

We pray for all people who have spe-
cial needs. May Your presence be known

to those who are sick or infirm, that
they may feel the power of Your heal-
ing spirit. Be with those who suffer per-
secution and who long for freedom and
release, that they may have hope. Give to
all who are anxious or afraid or whose
minds are clouded by uncertain futures

the peace and confidence that comes
from trust in Your goodness and mercy.

Minister to us all, O Lord, in the
depths of our own hearts. 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.

[J This symbol represents the time of day during the House Proceedings, e.g., [] 1407 is 2:07 p.m.
® This "bullet” symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by the Member on the floor.
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Pursuant to clause 1,
Journal stands approved.

rule I, the

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate, by Mr.
Sparrow, one of its clerks, announced
that the Senate had passed without
amendment a joint resolution of the
House of the following title:

H.J. Res. 353. Joint resolution congratu-
lating the men and women of the Apollo
program upon the tenth anniversary of the
first manned landing on the Moon and re-
questing the President to proclaim the
period of July 16 through 24, 1879, as “United
States Space Observance”.

The message also announced that
the Senate insists upon its amendments
to the bill (H.R. 2774) entitled “An act
to authorizé appropriations for fiscal
years 1980 and 1981 under the Arms Con-
trol and Disarmament Act, and for other
purposes,” disagreed to by the House;
agrees to the conference asked by the
House on the disagreeing votes of the
two Houses thereon, and appoints Mr.
CHURCH, Mr. PeELL, Mr. McGoOVERN, Mr.
GLENN, Mr. JaviTs, Mr. Percy, and Mr.
Herms to be the conferees on the part of
the Senate.

The message also announced that Mr.
PELL be a conferee, on the part of the
Senate, on the bill (H.R. 3173) entitled
“An act to amend the Foreign Assistance
Act of 1961 and the Arms Export Control
Act to authorize international security
assistance programs for fiscal years 1980
and 1981, and for other purposes,” vice
Mr. BIpEN, excused.

RUMORED RESIGNATION OF
SECRETARY SCHLESINGER

(Mr. WRIGHT asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Speaker, news-
paper headlines and television commen-
tators are speculating again that Secre-
tary Schiesinger is thinking of resigning.
I take the floor to say that I believe those
reports to be untrue, as recurrent rumors
to this effect have been untrue for the
past 2 years, and that I earnestly hope
they are untrue.

I hope and believe that the Secretary
will not offer his resignation. I certainly
hope and believe that the President will
not ask for it.

At times, Jim Schlesinger has been like
a voice crying in the wilderness. In my
opinion, he has grown in the job and now
is much more valuable to the American
Nation than when he began. Today he is
warning the Nation that we must make a
major commitment to more domestic en-
ergy production.

Last year about this time people were
talking about the so-called oil “glut,”
saying the energy crisis was a phony.
But not Jim Schlesinger. He told us, and
correctly, that the existing oversupply of
world oil was illusory and temporary. He
warned us then that we could not rely
indefinitely upon the ability or willing-
ness of foreign nations—members of
OPEC—to increase their production and
meet our expanding appetite. He was, of
course, absolutely right.
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He may not always have been right.
Which one of us has been? What has
been too often overlooked, is that Jim
Schlesinger has been right more often
than he has been wrong. His critics for
the most part do not have that good a
record.

Secretary Schlesinger is to be com-
mended for his steadfastness, and, if you
will, grace, under the severest pressures.
The fix we are in comes from the com-
bination of a long period of bad policy
and inattention to this energy problem,
combined with the opportunism dis-
played by the OPEC cartel countries in
recent years, and— let us face it—a cer-
tain amount of political cowardice. No
one person can be blamed. There is
enough blame to go around.

The Nation faces grave difficulties. In
the Congress we are trying to do some-
thing about it. I believe the President
wants to work with us—to unleash the
creativity and willpower of the American
people to secure our independence from
the will of foreign powers and to get on
with the pursuit of our national goals.
Jim Schlesinger has been faithful to
that task. I hope and expect that he will
stay to help us finish that task.

SYNFUELS AND REFORESTATION

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

Mr. WEAVER. Mr. Speaker, this
House recently passed a synfuels bill.
Synfuels are not only highly inflation-
ary, they also add considerably to the
carbon dioxide in our atmosphere.

The planting of a tree will reduce the
carbon dioxide in the atmosphere. Yet
our Nation is woefully behind in the re-
forestation of its forest lands. I, there-
fore, suggest that for every ton of coal
we use for synfuels we plant trees.

I shall offer legislation designed to
impose a royalty on coal taken from
public lands to go into a reforestation
fund.

RESIGNATION OF LT. GEN.
EDWARD J. ROWNY

Mr. HYDE asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, one ancillary
issue of considerable significance con-
cerning the SALT II Treaty emerges
from testimonv presented to the Senate
Foreign Relations Committee yesterday
by Lt. Gen. Edward J. Rowny, and that
is the necessity for General Rowny to
resign from the Army so he could speak
his mind.

We find ourselves in an era of un-
paralleled danger with the frightening
mushroom clouds of Hiroshima woefully
obsolete as a symbol of the destructive
capacity of modern strategic weapons.
The full and candid opinions of knowl-
edgeable people are indispensable to
making a judgment as to whether SALT
II enhances or inhibits the chances for
peace in the coming decade.

How reliable are the opinions of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff? I surely do not
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question their integrity nor their inten-
tions but one must be naive to under-
estimate the need for professional sur-
vival.

Apparently it takes extraordinary
courage to testify against the reigning
dogma that SALT II is in our national
interest.

That General Rowny felt it necessary
to resign from the Army so he could
give his candid views tells us two things:

One, General Rowny is a true patriot.

Two, we should best find a way to
protect the careers of such persons so
they need not pay such a high price for
providing us with their honest views
concerning whether or not the United
States will make it into the 21st century.

MORAL ASPECTS OF DRAFT

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

Mr. PAUL. Mr. Speaker, the other day
I had the chance to participate in a
very interesting Capitol Hill seminar. I
was asked to speak on the moral aspects
of the draft, and I was glad to do so, be-
cause this is the most important reason
to oppose this misguided idea.

Our country was founded upon the
idea of natural rights—that we have our
individual rights from God, not from
government, and that therefore the
government does not have the authority
to take them away.

Government does not own us, and has
no business forcibly taking young people
and inducting them into the military.

The draft is not a sign of military
strength, it is a sign to the Soviets of
weakness, that not enough Americans
are willing to defend their country out
of patriotism. I reject this defeatist
idea.

Americans would always volunteer to
defend their country from any threat,
but they are rizhtly hesitant to go off
to be killed in a no-win war as they have
been asked to in recent years.

We have a deep moral obligation to
defend our country, but the Government
cannot define that obligation. Each in-
dividual in a free society has the right
to decide for himself what that obliga-
tion is. It is immoral to use the authori-
tarian measure of the draft to defend a
society based on freedom and natural
rights.

DEVELOPMENT AND PRODUCTION
OF ALCOHOL AUTOMOBILE EN-
GINE

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

Mr. WYLIE. Mr. Speaker, yesterday
I introduced H.R. 4760, a bill to promote
the development and production of an
alcohol automobile engine. Actually the
technology is here.

The cars in the Indianapolis 500 run
on alcohol. Brazil recently passed a law
which resulted in Volkswagen develop-
ing an alcohol auto engine which runs
on 95 percent ethyl alcohol and 5 percent
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water. The ethanol is produced from
jungle trees. If Brazil can do it we can
do it.

I have cosponsored a bill with the
gentleman from Kentucky (Mr. PER-
KINsS) to develop refineries to produce
alcohol from grain, biomass, coal, or even
garbage. With the development of an
engine to use that ethanol or methanol,
WE] can utilize products of the Perkins
bill.

Twenty-six percent of all the petro-
leum we use goes into gasoline for auto-
mobiles. We must get away from our
dependence on the vicious OPEC cartel.

I have talked with many knowledge-
able people about this bill since the 96th
Congress began. At the least, the bill
can provide the vehicle for hearings and
debate.

Today I am sending around a “Dear
Colleague” letter. Look it over. You may
want to sponsor my bill. I hope so.

[ 1010
BLAME FOR ENERGY CRISIS BE-
LONGS WITH THE DEMOCRATS

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

Mr. COLLINS of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
President Carter will return from his
Camp David mountaintop to give our
country a new report on energy. We do
not anticipate much in the way of posi-
tive thinking or constructive plans for
progress. This week he has had a much
publicized open house as he welcomed
all of the Democratic politicians from
across the country.

It is obviously the Democratic poli-
ticians who do not understand the
energy situation, The Democrats have
caused the problem. For 25 years the
Democratic Party has controlled Con-
gress and passed all of the energy legis-
lation. Today the Democrats have a 2
to 1 majority in Congress and have
passed all of these bills that leave
America in its energy crisis,

Just 6 years ago our country was im-
porting $3 billion of oil. They now report
that we will be receiving $72 billion of
OPEC oil next year. The Democrats’
energy policy is giving away all of the
assets of this country to pay for stopgap
oil imports.

We have sympathy for President Car-
ter because he is receiving all of the
blame for the energy crisis. But let’s be
fair and place the blame where it right-
fully belongs. The energy crisis belongs
on the poor and inadequate legislative
program of the Democratic Party which
has controlled and passed all energy
legislation these past 25 years.

SAUDI ARABIA'S INCREASED PRO-
DUCTION SMACKS OF HYPOCRISY

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

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Speaker, the recent
pronouncement that Saudi Arabia has
increased its production of crude oil by 1
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million barrels per day on behalf of the
American public smacks of hypocrisy.
Since the embargo of 1973, this country
has been victimized by the OPEC cartel.
In October of that year we paid $3 a bar-
rel for their crude oil. By the end of that
year prices had almost quadrupled to
$11 a barrel. Now we face the two-tiered
pricing mechanism created by our
“friends” in the Middle East of $18 a bar-
rel and $23.50 a barrel, with additional
price hikes possibly scheduled for Sep-
tember.

The Government has estimated that
the actions taken by our “benefactors” in
Geneva last month will add $6 billion a
year to the annual U.S. oil import bill
for a total of nearly $60 billion for 1979.
In addition, because of the price hikes
since last December of 60 percent, the
iinflation rate in this country will esca-
late by nearly 2 additional percentage
points over the current rate. It will also
reduce the economic growth by the same
2 percent.

A July 3 Wall Street Journal article
indicates that the Saudis have decided to
raise temporarily its daily oil output to
provide enough cash to spend on develop-
ment projects in the country in accord-
ance with its $142 billion 1976-81 devel-
opment plan.

Mr. Speaker, how can this Nation ex-
pect to become energy independent, when
we chase after every carrot grown with
OPEC petroleum-base fertilizer that is
dangled before this Nation's leaders. We
must begin to curb this insatiable appe-
tite for crude oil now. We cannot afford
to continue to subsidize Saudi Arabia’s 5-
year development plan with U.S. dollars.

THE SUSAN B. ANTHONY DOLLAR

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

Mr. EVANS of Delaware. Mr. Speaker,
not wanting to throw a wet blanket on
Treasury's recent efforts to encourage
wide circulation of the new small dollar
coin, I have been reluctant to reassert
my opposition to its minting.

However, recent articles and com-
ments by individuals have prompted me
to address the arguments that I raised
in the Banking Committee.

The question is yet to be answered as
to whether the Mint has rushed head-
long to produce a coin that may prove
to be unacceptable by the American con-
sumer. Recent experience with the $2
note should have made it rather obvious
that wide circulation of the new coin
was not something that could be readily
guaranteed. Lacking any reasonable cer-
tainty that the dollar coin would become
widely accepted and circulated through-
out the country, I repeatedly questioned
the propriety of having the American
taxpayer finance such an experiment at a
cost of $15 million—that is, 3 cents to
mint each of the 500 million coins. I also
stressed that the costs of retrofitting this
country's vending machines, estimated
to run from a low of $25 million to a
high of $200 million, were additional
costs that had to be considered as they
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would ultimately be passed on to the
consumers through higher prices.

Mr. Speaker, to put it quite simply, the
question of who was to appear on the
coin completely overshadowed the very
fundamental question of whether a new
dollar coin was such a good idea. What
has resulted is not just a commemorative
coin, but rather a coin that is expected
eventually to take the place of the dollar
bill—at least that is the notion upon
which the cost savings were predicated.

In an age where even a new line of
toilet tissue must undergo the rigors of
some type of a scientific marketing sur-
vey before being marketed, it is indeed
absurd to think that today we have a
new dollar coin that has cost $15 million
to produce without anyone having
addressed thoroughly the very real ques-
tions of consumer acceptance and the
ﬁotentjal inflationary impact of circula-

on.

The fact that the new dollar coin may
be easy to hear when dropped, as offered
in one of the Treasury’s promotional
fliers, may soon prove to be perhaps the
only intrinsic advantage that the coin
may have over the dollar bill. Until such
time as the new coin proves to be ac-
ceptable to all, the silence may become
deafening.

U.S~-U.S.S.R. MILITARY BALANCE—
MYTHS AND FACTS III

(Mr. BINGHAM asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks and include extraneous matter.)

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, those
who would have us believe that the
West is threatened by superior military
power from the East often point to the
fact that the Warsaw Pact nations have
from 21, to 3 times as many tanks as
NATO. But numbers alone can be
very misleading. When other vital fac-
tors are considered, the picture is very
different.

First, it should be remembered that
the role of the NATO forces is pri-
marily defensive and a defending army
does not require the numerical strength
of an attacking army.

This strategic fact is especially im-
portant when one compares the com-
parative range of the Warsaw Pact and
NATO tanks. According to experts, the
T-62 tank, which the Soviet Army
has been using for 17 years and which
has only recently been provided to
some of the other pact forces, tends
to break down after 100 to 125 miles.
The comparable figure for NATO tanks,
which will have to travel shorter dis-
tances, is 150 to 200 miles.

Over 40 percent of the Warsaw Pact's
tank capability comes from the six non-
Russian members of the pact whose
equipment is largely obsolete. In general,
pact tanks are lighter, have smaller
ammunition loads, less accurate guns,
and thinner armor- than NATO'’s.

Next week, I will discuss the com-
parative strength of the two sides, in
terms of tank crew training and anti-
tank capabilities.
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TREASURY, POSTAL SERVICE, AND
GENERAL GOVERNMENT APPRO-
PRIATIONS, 1980

Mr. STEED. Mr. Speaker, I move that
the House resolve itself into the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union for the consideration of the
bill (H.R. 4393), making appropriations
for the Treasury Department, the U.S.
Postal Service, the Fvecutive N%e~ of
the President, and certain independent
agencies, for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 1980, and for other purposes;
and pending that motion, Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent that general
debate on the bill be limited to not to
exceed 1 hour, the time to be equally
divided and controlled by the gentle-
man from Ohio (Mr, MiLrLer) and
myself.

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

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
motion offered by the gentleman from
Oklahoma (Mr. STEED).

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The Chair designates
the gentleman from North Carolina (Mr.
PreYeEr) as Chairman of the Committee
of the Whole and requests the gentle-
man from California (Mr. Lroyp) to
assume the chair temporarily.

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 con-
sideration of the bill, HR. 4393, with
Mr. Lroyp, Chairman pro tempore, in
the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

By unanimous consent, the first read-
ing of the bill was dispensed with.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Under
the unanimous consent agreement, the
gentleman from Oklahoma (Mr. STEED)
will be recognized for 30 minutes, and
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. MILLER)
will be recognized for 30 minutes,

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Oklahoma (Mr. STEED).

Mr. STEED. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

First, let me say that I want to ex-
press my deep appreciation for the co-
operation and help that I received from
the members of the subcommittee that
made it possible for us to bring this bill
here today.

I especially want to say a word of
thanks to my ranking minority member,
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. MILLER),
because for day after day for many long,
long weeks, the gentleman came to the
committee and worked with me. The
gentleman made a very big contribution
to the hearings we held and the informa-
tion we gathered to support the items in
this bill and his loyalty and his coopera-
tion have been very important. I want
the gentleman to know that I appreciate
it and that I think we owe the gentleman
a debt of gratitude for his dedication,
especially since the gentleman did a lot
of it at a time when another subcommit-
tee of which the gentleman is a member
was also holding hearings. It is a little
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difficult around here to be in two places
at once.

Mr. Chairman, this work we are talk-
ing about covers about 90 hours of hear-
ings from the time we started last Janu-
ary until the time we appear here today.
This is almost par for the course for all
appropriation bills. When we realize that
the amount, including both permanent
and annual appropriations totals $107
billion, and that about $9 billion of that
amount is for a part of it to which the
subcommittee has to give a very detailed
consideration, we can understand why
the 62 agencies funded in this bill re-
quire so much time.

We are about $10 billion above last
year, but all of this increase is attribut-
able to the items in the bill over which
the subcommittee has no control. The
interest on the national debt, of course,
is covered in our report, and since it
stands at about $67.5 billion at this time,
that is a very large increase over last
year. We have other items in the bill that
are also automatic .

So, Mr. Chairman, our remarks today,
then, will confine themselves to the part
of the budget request over which we do
have appropriation jurisdiction. The
budget request is for $9,500,214,000 and
we have reduced that by about $186 mil-
lion, which brings us to a figure of about
$37 million under the appropriations for
these same agencies last year.

Mr. Chairman, almost all the increases
that are contained in the bill for any of
these agencies can be attributed mainly
to two things: One is the pay raise that
made an impact, and the other is the
workload increases. Most of these agen-
cies have workloads that are easy to
measure. They are matters over which
they have little or no control, and so they
just have to handle what comes along.
So this growth in workload and the auto-
matic pay raise increase account for al-
most all the increases in the bill.

Getting to the items that make a big
financial demand over which we have no
control, in addition to the national debt,
there is an interest payment on IRS re
funds, there are payments to the retire-
ment funds, there are payments to the
Virgin Islands, to Puerto Rico, and for
customs and internal revenue work, there
are payments to the Presidential Elec-
tion Campaign Fund, and there are ex-
penses of the Postal Service and the Of-
fice of Comptroller of the Currency, and
the trust fund accounts.

So this is why in this bill the total of
$107 billion consists of about $98 billion
of uncontrolled items.

There is one item in the Treasury De-
partment for the U.S. Secret Service.
They have a net increase of $20.2 million,
bringing the new total to $157 million.
Part of this is attributable to the fact
that next year will be a Presidential
election year, and under the law they
will be required to protect candidates for
President who qualify before a commit-
tee as major candidates. They estimate
from the information they are able to
have at this time that there could be
about 15 candidates who will require pro-
tection for 1 month or more during
the campaign next year. They have 18
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people who they are currently guarding
at this time and as required by law.

Mr. Chairman, I will offer an amend-
ment that will add another $1,900,000 to
the 1979 budget because the travel re-
lated to the protective activities has so
exceeded the estimates for this year that
the Secret Service is going to be out of
funds some time this month unless we
are able to make this provision by the
amendment which I will offer. We were
unable to get the matter resolved in time
to include it in the supplemental, and
to meet this emergency, I will offer this
amendment and hope the House will go
along and help us keep this fine agency
in business.

Another item I would like to mention
is the Bureau of the Public Debt. I find
that some people do not even know we
have such a Bureau, but we do, and the
maintaining of the public debt, the is-
suing of the securities, and the making
of the interest payments and all the
other things that go with it cost us this
year $183,466,000, which is about $466,000
more than for the current year. I would
like to note that we have gone from the
series E bond into the series EE bond,
and so there will be some interest pay-
ments and cashings that will be brought
about by this change. So this accounts
for the reason they need more money.

In terms of the total personnel con-
tained in this bill, most of the funds in
this bill do go to pay personnel, and that
is why the impact on the expenses in
the bill are so closely related to pay in-
creases, because of course, salaries are
paid in the current year.

The bill provides for a grand total of
124 857 positions, 56 more than the
budget request but 640 below the cur-
rent year. Most of this absorption will
be by attrition and does not result in
any program reduction. In addition to
these jobs that are funded directly in
the bill, these agencies perform duties
for other agencies and are reimbursed
or are funded by nonappropriated
funds. The Postal Service, of course,
operates separately.

The Treasury Department will have
about 8,275 positions funded from other
sources. The Postal Service currently is
authorized 521,522 positions and the in-
dependent agencies have about 25,650
positions, bringing the total of the posi-
tions that are involved in the bill but
not funded by the bill to 555,447. Alto-
gether there will be a decrease of 1,349
personnel funded from other sources
who are involved in the bill.

There will be an item to come up con-
cerning the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco
and Firearms about the tagging of ex-
plosives. We believe the legislative com-
mittees are taking this up and this mat-
ter can be resolved there.

There is also a proviso about some
overtime pay that involves the Customs
Service and that we think is very desir-
able. We have explained that in the re-
port.

This is, of course, the year in which
we now have in production a new metal
dollar. A lot of people call it a silver
dollar, but it is not; it is a metal dollar
known as the Susan B. Anthony dollar.
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It has been put into production and
circulation. If costs a little under 4 cents
to make it, and we get a dollar for
it. That is why we make money mak-
ing money, because I understand they
have received about $500 million worth
of orders for this coin,

In the manufacturing of metal money,
with the difference between the cost
of the coins and their face value, this
will add to the Federal Treasury about
$1 billion, which is called seigniorage
but which is actually profit. So the mint
is still making money. It is making money
making money.

The Postal Service will get a subsidy
of $1.697,558,000, which is $105,851,000
less than in the current year. That is
bhecause some of these subsidies we are
paying are being phased out, so the
phaseout for this year is rather substan-
tial.

There is a new item in the bill for
about $25 million for a postal subsidy
on certain mass mailings by political ac-
tivities, but I think an amendment will
be offered to take that out of the bill.
When we get to that, we will have an
explanation of why this is acceptable, at
least to me personally, and I think the
matter can be worked out separately
rather than being in the bill at this
point.

Mr. Chairman, the Congress reformed
the Civil Service Commission, and we
have set up two new agencies now. We
have had a little difficulty getting those
agencies reorganized and funded. Some
of this money we recommend here is
an estimate, because it will take another
yeuar before their workloads and their
needs can be clearly worked out and we
will know just how much resources they
will need.

The Office of Personnel Management,
which is the largest function, is funded
here with $114,139,000.

The bill also contains a payment to
the retirement and disability fund of
$2,411,104,000. Then the Merit System
Protection Board, which is the other
phase of the reorganization, is funded
at $10,590,000.

Mr. Chairman, in addition to that,
there is a special counsel, which is
funded at $3,250,000, and they may need
more because they do not know yet what
kind of a workload they will come up
with.

Mr. Chairman, this generally touches
upon most of the changes and the new
things in the bill. I think that of all the
bills I have been privileged to help
bring to this floor, this is one of the
soundest and one of the best, and I can
recommend it wholeheartedly to the
Members of the House.

[J 1030

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

Mr. STEED. I yield to the gentleman
from Minnesota.

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I appre-
ciate the work of the gentlemen of the
subcommittee. I have looked over the
bill, and I have confidence that they
have done good work in this appropria-
tion measure.

I am concerned about some of the lan-
guage on page 9 of the comittee report
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under the heading of “Explosives Tag-
ging,” which the Chairman just men-
tioned. The Committee seems to make
clear its strong opposition to funding im-
plementation of the Federal explosives
tagging program. The Bureau of Alcohol,
Tobacco and Firearms, as well as other
law enforcement agencies inside and out-
side the Government have long favored
using certain identifying materials
which, when mixed with active explosive
ingredients, permit either their detec-
tion or identification of their manufac-
ture and distribution. Tagging is ex-
tremely important in tracking down
terrorists.

Mr. Chairman, it is my understanding
that the basic difference between detec-
tion materials, which are still being per-
fected and require considerably more re-
search before they can be accepted in
identifying taggings, on the other hand,
have been developed in a variety of
means to a high degree of sophistication.
They can, for example, indicate in a
tiny capsule of a variety of important in-
formation which is easily decoded by ex-
amination under an ordinary microscope.

In recent weeks a man was indicted in
Baltimore for criminal dynamiting ac-
tivity because the police said they were
able to trace the explosives to him
through indentifying taggings. If the na-
tional law enforcement authorities are
going to be more effective in combating
terrorism, they ought to be assisted by
the Federal program which mandates
identifying taggings for explosives, which
obviously is not the jurisdiction of the
Appropriations Committee.

I hope the manager of the bill will
take this opportunity to explain to those
of us in the House who are alarmed
about the many instances of terroristic
explosives which have killed or maimed
innocent citizens and victims, what will
be required to have been fulfilled before
an identifying program for explosives is
acceptable to the Committee.

It is my understanding that the Senate
Governmental Affairs Committee, as an
example, is currently awaiting corrobora-
tion as to the efficacy of identifying tag-
gings from the Office of Technology As-
sessment before including explosive tag-
ging legislation in S. 333, its antiterror-
ism bill. If the Office of Technology As-
sessment confirms the effectiveness of
identifying taggants, will there be a re-
consideration of Committee strictures
against these particular taggants?

Mr. STEED. Mr. Chairman, let me
explain to the gentleman this: We got
into this matter because we fund the
Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and Fire-
arms, and it became evident that if a
tagging program could be developed it
would be a very great help to them in
their law enforcement duties, especially
in the terrorist field. On the basis of that,
we have provided money for them to do
the research that has been going on.

Then we had some hearings where we
talked with the various manufacturers
of explosives, and it became evident that
the wide variety of explosives create
problems that would be far beyond the
purview of our subcommittee to deal
with. Therefore, when it goes beyond
the matter of us appropriating money
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to permit the Bureau of Alcohol,
Tobacco and Firearms to participate in
research, that any regulations or any
activities beyond that would have to be a
legislative committee duty, and there
would be no connection on the part of
our committee to be involved in that any
more than we have to.

Mr. VENTO. If the gentleman will
yield further, I want to commend the
committee for its work in terms of fund-
ing research in identifying taggings. I
think it is an extremely important
endeavor and one that has already
delivered positive results and encourag-
ing results in terms of identifying tag-
gings and is likely to do so, as well, in
the detection area.

I realize there are unanswered ques-
tions with regard to that. I want to just
point out the Office of Technology
Assessment’s work. But I also’want to
point out that the Public Works Com-
mittee has been considering for the past
few years legislation prescribing and
mandating the utilization of identifying
taggings in explosive materials. It has
been under active consideration in that
committee, and I think they will sort out
whether or not there would be such a
requirement. Many foreign nations, as
the chairman probably knows, have
adopted the technology basically devel-
oped by the initial research done in this
country and which is funded by this
committee, and it would be our hope that
they would be unfettered in terms of
their activity in terms of implementing
that particular system.

The language here, of course, gives
some pause with regard to whether or
not that in fact is possible. I am pleased
to hear the chairman’s response with
regard to the difference between the
appropriation authorizing committee,
and maybe any misunderstandings that
might exist now can be clarified in the
conference committee with regard to
this language.

Mr. STEED. Actually, what we are
trying to do here is to keep the agency
from taking any arbitrary action until
all of these other legislative processes
have had a chance to be involved. So we
are more than happy to be bound by
what the legislative committees develop.
We will be more than happy if they could
bring up any finalizing of this issue.

Mr. VENTO. I thank the gentleman
very much.

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

Mr. STEED. I yield to the gentleman
from New York.

Mr. ADDABBO. Mr. Chairman, I want
to join with my colleague, the gentle-
man from Minnesota (Mr. VenTO), in
pinpointing this very important item in
this bill. I have been very interested in
this matter because we all recall the
terrible bombing at La Guardia Airport
which remains unsolved, and it possibly
could have been solved if there had been
some taggants in that powder. The
Bureau could have possibly traced where
the explosives had been obtained, and
the perpetrators of that horrible crime
would have possibly been apprehended
by this time.
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I also take this time to commend the
gentleman and to bring to the attention
of the House that this is the 14th Treas-
ury appropriation bill that my chairman
has brought to this floor, with his great
expertise and patience. and it has been
a great privilege working with him for
many of his 30 years of service. I hope
the gentleman remains with us another
30 years.

Mr. STEED. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. ADDABBO. Mr. Chairman, I want
to pay special tribute to the experience
and patience of our subcommittee chair-
man, my good and respected friend, Tom
StEED in guiding this bill through hear-
ings, markup, and here today. This is the
14th Treasury appropriations bill the
gentleman from Oklahoma has brought
to the floor during his 30 years in the
Congress. The keen mind of our ranking
minority member, CLARENCE MILLER, has
helped shed light into all corners of the
program covered here. Other members of
the subcommittee and our hard-working
staff, headed by Tex Gunnels and his
assistant, Bill Smith, have worked to-
gether as a team and I am proud to be
associated with each of them.

The new obligational authority recom-
mended in this bill is $37.2 million below
the amount appropriated for fiscal year
1979 and $186.1 million below the admin-
istration’s budget request. Within this
reduction, $177 million is attributable to
stockpile operations which was denied
without prejudice contingent upon legis-
lation. The committee diligently exam-
ined each item in the budget request and,
while cuts have been made, the full re-
quest is recommended where justified.

I would point out a few items in order
to illustrate the significance of some of
the agencies and programs included
here.

This bill provides $446.9 million, the
full amount of the budget request, for
the U.S. Customs Service. The Office of
Management and Budget has proposed a
reduction of 518 permanent positions for
the Service. This proposal is, in my opin-
ion, totally unjustifiable.

According to testimony by Commis-
sioner Chasen, and I quote from page
227, part I of the hearings:

The guidance provided by the Office of
Management and Budget specified the Budget
Activities, such as Inspection and Control or
Appraisement and Entry Processing, to be
reduced.

The committee is concerned that such
reductions could have significant impact
on the ability of the Service to accom-
plish its many responsibilities. I would
also point out that such reductions could
have significant impact on the efficiency
of other services.

One illustration of the chain reaction
that can accrue was brought out during
our hearings on the Postal Service. The
Postmaster General told us:

I would certainly like an opportunity if I
saw the customs staff being cut down drasti-
cally, to discuss the continuation of full
coverage at very important ports llke New
York or San Francisco, to see that the malil
comes in, moves through. We cannot store
mall, because we do not want the expense

of storing it and because storage will delay
the mall.
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I am concerned that, while cutting
spending and reducing personnel, we do
not make cuts solely for the purpose of
cutting. Careful analysis is required in
order to reduce wasteful fat from our
Federal budget without reducing the effi-
ciency of needed Government services.

As stated on page 11 of the report,
the committee believes that the $5 mil-
lion saved on other items should all be
applied toward maintaining customs in-
spectional personnel levels as high as
possible. The bill places a ceiling on over-
time pay and allows 200 positions above
the budget request.

The full budget request of $139 million
is recommended for the Bureau of Alco-
hol, Tobacco and Firearms. The respon-
sibilities of the Bureau touch upon prob-
lems of particular interest to me as a
Member from New York. Arson is a
growing national problem costing over
1,000 lives a year and billions of dollars
in property loss. I am supportive of ef-
forts at all levels, Federal, State, and
local to deal with this problem. I have,
in fact, introduced legislation to coordi-
nate and support programs directed to-
ward the reduction of this vicious crime.

I have also strongly supported research
into the development of a safe and effec-
tive taggant program to help insure
speedy identification, capture and prose-
cution of criminals responsible for the
bombings. The report, discusses the ques-
tions of cost, safety, and effectiveness of
the program and directs that it not be
implemented without committee ap-
proval. Funding is authorized for con-
tinued research.

BATF also has the responsibility to
eliminate trafficking of contraband ciga-
rettes. While this problem rarely makes
headlines, it has been estimated that ap-
proximately $391 million is lost each year
by the bootlegging of cigarettes from
low-tax States to those with higher
taxes. The loss to my State of New York
is estimated at $72 million. I support
efforts to investigate and eliminate this
activity.

One important point that has been
amply demonstrated during the exten-
sive hearings of the subcommittee held
this year is that BATF is involved in a
number of vital matters which directly
affect the lives and safety of our citizens.
The Agency generally does a credible job
under difficult conditions. Because it is so
valuable, I would hope that Treasury De-
partment officials will work closely with
BATF in seeing to it that this Agency
continues to be able to perform the es-
sential tasks it faces. While we need to
keep a prudent eye on spending gener-
ally, we must also insure that agencies
have the capability of performing the
missions assigned to them.

The Treasury Department, incidently,
has at times been less than candid with
the subcommittee. That problem now
seems to be resolved and I would hope
that communication between this valu-
able Department and the subcommittee
will continue to be open and direct, as it
ought to be if we are to work together to
provide essential service to the people.

The budget request of $50.6 million is
provided for the Bureau of the Mint. The
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committee was concerned about the pos-
sible closing of the gold and silver bullion
refining operation in the New York Assay
Office. This is the last remaining Govern-
ment facility in operation, handling half
of the gold currently refined in the
United States. The Treasury Department
has now announced that, based upon the
current cost-effectiveness of the opera-
tion, the Assay Office will remain open.

The Office of Personnel Management
and the Merit Systems Protection Board
are funded in this bill at levels commen-
surate with their inherited and man-
dated responsibilities. Within OPM, the
intergovernmental personnel assistance
program is funded at $20 million, the
same level as the current year. This
highly effective seed program assists
State and local governments in improv-
ing their personnel management systems.
Studies have found that over 90 percent
of IPA projects completed all or most of
their goals. As a result, most projects
were continued by the jurisdiction after
IPA funding had ended. This program
can be particularly productive at this
time of reduced personnel and funding
ceilings.

The resources of the Secret Service will
be stretched during the coming election
year and the report addresses the com-
mittee’s concern regarding campaign
travel costs. Additionally, the committee
has sought to clarify conditions under
which reimbursement may be made to
State and local agencies relating to pro-
tection of foreign dignitaries.

The General Services Administration
has come through some dark days and
deserves credit for its housecleaning ef-
forts. It is now working well, evidently.
In particular, our own New York regional
office, under Administrator Gerald Tur-
etsky, has done and is doing a good job.
If other districts around the country can
achieve the same good results, I com-
mend them.

The scope of this bill is wide. It in-
cludes the Executive Office, IRS, GSA,
the U.S. Tax Court and a number of
small committees and commissions. The
committee has examined the responsi-
bilities, the workload and the effective-
ness of each of these agencies and has
rendered its best judgment.

I recommend the full support of the
House for this bill.

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

Mr. STEED. I yield to the gentleman
from Kansas.

Mr. GLICKMAN. Mr. Chairman, I, too,
would like to congratulate the gentleman.

I understand that this is the first ap-
propriation bill to come up this year
which recommends a net reduction in
the funding of the programs covered by
the bill, which is a credit to the gentle-
man from Oklahoma. Also I would like to
personally commend the chairman for
his good work .

Secondly, I am particularly interested,
as the chairman mentioned, in the sec-
tion having to do with the Postal Service
and the mail subsidy for the political
committees. But, as the chairman knows,

I do intend to offer an amendment, along
with the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.




July 13, 1979

Derwinskl), to strike that section. I
understand that the chairman will prob-
ably be supporting our effort.

Mr. STEED. Mr. Chairman, I can just
say to the gentleman now that personally
I will go along with the amendment. I
cannot speak for all of the members of
the subcommittee, but we do have the
assurance from the Postmaster General
that taking this money out here will
work no hardship, and it will clear up
some other very important matters. I
think, for the sake of the procedures, that
the gentleman’'s amendment should be
adopted, and I will so say at the time
the gentleman offers it.

Mr. GLICKMAN. I thank the chair-
man.

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

Mr. STEED. I yield to the gentleman
from Pennsylvania.

Mr. ERTEL. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I, too, would like to
commend the chairman on the tremen-
dous amount of work he has put in on
this bill. I know he has worked very hard
on it. I have personally spoken to him,
and he has indicated to me how much
work he has done on it. I have talked
to the gentleman about a couple of is-
sues that are very small, in comparison
to the total context of his bill. In fact,
they are so small that a lot of people
would say they are insignificant. But I
would like to raise a couple of questions,
and the chairman has indicated that he
had some information that he might be
able to give to me.

There are two things that I propose to
offer amendments on, one being under
the allowances and office staff of former
Presidents. Although it is broken down
in the report, it is not broken down in
the bill itself. It indicates $35,000 for
travel for people, both for former Presi-
dent Nixon and former President Ford.
I have looked at the authorizing legis-
lation, and I find, at least from my re-
search—and maybe there is something
that I missed—that the authorizing re-
search provides for $66,000 for pension,
$96,000 for one and $150,000 for the
other, which is mandated by law for
staff, and then there is a provision for
office space, suitable office space. But I
do not find anything for travel. I do
not think it is implied there. I wonder if
the chairman could comment on the
$35,000 for travel for people, because
certainly I do not think this fits within
the definition of suitable office space.
Maybe I missed something. I thought
maybe the chairman might be able to
point that out to me.

Mr. STEED. Mr. Chairman, I will
say this: In the procedures that we have
always followed for former Presidents,
their budgets are made up by consulta-
tion between the General Services Ad-
ministration, which actually administers
the program, and the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget; and they not only
decide what items are fundable under
the law, but also they review the use of
these items to make sure the money is
properly expended.

While the Former Presidents Act does
not specifically mention travel in the au-
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thorizing legislation, it authorizes the
employment of personnel, the furnish-
ing of office space, and related support
so a former President can effectively
discharge his duties as a former Presi-
dent.
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The Former Presidents Act, which is
3 U.S8.C. 102, Public Law 85-745, states:

The employees will be responsible only to
him for the performance of their duties.

When an office staff is authorized, it is
implied that part of their duties may
involve traveling.

We have been following what the
people who have the official duty of
preparing and supervising these budget
items have recommended, and I suppose
that it also comes down to the fact that
it would be almost impossible for any of
these functions to be followed unless they
did have some travel allowance. So it is
largely a matter of what I would call
commonsense and common practice.

Mr. ERTEL. If the gentleman would
yield further, the act is very specific on
$96,000 for staff allowances. When it is
$96,000 and $35,000 for travel for those
people, that is over one-third. It does not
seem to me if they are going to have an
office staff that they have to travel all
over the United States. I probably will
offer an amendment. I understand the
chairman’s position, but I am not con-
vinced by the explanation by the GSA
Administrator.

Mr. STEED. Let me say to the gentle-
man, we are trying to follow what the law
says the will of the House is, since the
House has willed that there be such a
law. If the House decides to change its
will, it is acceptable to us.

I do think that it is our duty in the
light of any indication to the contrary,
that we try to follow the will of the
House, which the budget recommenda-
tion is supposed to reflect.

Mr. ERTEL. I can certainly appreciate
what the chairman is saying. I will enter
into a colloquy when I submit that
amendment.

If I may have the chairman’s attention
for one further question, and I am sorry
to take so much time on this. I have dis-
cussed this with the chairman, and as he
is well aware, former President Nixon
agreed at one point to turn over San
Clemente to the American people. In a
written statement he presented that, and
in addition, he submitted to the Joint
Committee on Taxation his returns. They
went over them and audited them very
carefully and indicated there was $66.000
that they could not justify on any secu-
rity ground whatsoever. That money
went into the improvements in San
Clemente.

Then at that point, the former Presi-
dent indicated he would turn it over to
the American people.

Just a couple of weeks ago, or maybe
a month, he indicated he was going to
sell the house, and I think last week he
actually sold it to three developers. That
is all a newspaper report.

At this point the American people can-
not recover the money unless there would
be a lawsuit. I was proposing to offer a
reduction in the staff allowances, not in
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the security, because I think every Presi-
dent is entitled to security, but in the
total appropriations to him, to cut away
$66,000 there.

I discussed this with the chairman. He
said he had some additional information
he might be able to impart to me on that
particular provision. I was kind of curi-
ous as to what it was.

Mr. STEED. Let me say to the gen-
tleman that the Secret Service, and the
General Services Administration who
were in charge of this, also did the fol-
lowup on the property in Florida that
the former President had, have been
out there now going over this property.

Our staff man, Mr. Gunnels, has been
out there with them.

Now the Government is reclaiming
everything that is reclaimable, and
there are some variations. We do not
have the final report on it yet, but hope-
fully within the next few weeks we will
have. We will make it available to the
gentleman. It is going to change the
figures.

I am sorry we cannot give him a final
decision at this time, but they are defi-
nitely working on it. They have been
out with a fine-toothed comb going
through this whole thing.

Mr. ERTEL. If the chairman would
vield for one additional comment.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
Chair would like to remind the chair-
man that he has consumed 26 12 minutes.

Mr. ERTEL. Mr. Chairman, I will be
very quick.

Some of the things included here,
there is no way to reclaim: For in-
stance, the cost of boundary surveys
and the cost of a gazebo. One of those
burned down after he built it. Thereis a
loss of those things which have no se-
curity deletion at all. I appreciate that
there is going to be waste.

Mr. STEED. That will be spelled out
in the final report.

Mr. ERTEL. I will offer the amend-
ment, and I am sure the chairman will
probably oppose it.

Mr. STEED. Mr. Chairman, I reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr. MILLER of Ohio. Mr. Chairman,
I wish to commend the chairman of the
committee, the gentleman from Okla-
homa (Mr. Steep), for the work he has
done on this bill. We also have two very
good staff members, Tex Gunnels, and
Bill Smith, who have worked diligently
attempting to put together the facts. We
have many people and many agencies,
departments, committees, and commis-
sions that come to this subcommittee for
their annual appropriations.

I think that we should make one thing
clear, though. When we say that we are
under last year’s amount and under the
budget. I think we should make it clear
as to exactly how we are under.

This bill is an $8,819,118,000 bill for
1980, as compared to $8,856,344,000 in
1979.

On paper, it appears that the fiscal
year 1980 bill is $37 million lower than
the fiscal year 1979 bill.

These figures, however, do not take in-
to account that the 1979 bill had a one-
time appropriation of $543 million for
the payment through HEW for certain
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social services claims to the States. That
was a one-time payment. Really, the
funds had no relation to the Bureau of
Government Financial Operations’ ac-
tivities that are normally in the bill, but
it was a one-time payment. When we
subtract that unusual $543 million pay-
ment from the fiscal year 1979 bill, we
find that the fiscal year 1980 bill is $506
million over the prior year.

So, in reality, we are considering a
bill with an increase of over a half hil-
lion dollars.

A number of items in the bill or the
report need some additional explanation.

On the issue of explosive taggants
that we heard about just a few minutes
ago, it was hoped that the taggants
would provide leads to criminal use of
explosives. That seems now to lack the
promise that it once had.

It has been demonstrated that the tag-
gants can be easily and safely removed
from the explosive before criminal use.

We have suggested that the BATF re-
search continue, but that the implemen-
tation not be contemplated until the
committee is satisfied that such use is
practical and safe. The taggants are very
small, and are mixed in with the powder.
They are a foreign material in the
powder.

When explosives are manufactured
procedures normally attemot to filter out
and remove all of the foreign material.
So our concern has been that we will
create a problem if we add a foreign ma-
terial to the explosive. That foreign ma-
terial is very small and is magnetic on
one side, and it is florescent on the other
side. With a black light it is possible to
see it and pick it up with a magnet after
the explosion, but one concern is that
the millions of pounds of explosives that
are manufactured and stored for some
time will be made unsafe by having a
taggant.

These identification taggants have lay-
ers of colors which would help identify
where the explosive was manufactured.

It is, as I say, florescent on one side
and magnetic on the other.

This is a problem that could be dan-
gerous to the people who are working in
the factories that manufacture the ex-
rlosives. We are not certain at this time
that it is not dangerous, but we should
prove safety first. It would be mighty
hard for us to go back and talk to the
widows of the people who were killed in
a plant that was completely destroyed,
and explain to them that we approved,
and demanded that the taggant be put in
the explosives.
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Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. MILLER of Ohio. Yes; I yield to
the gentleman.

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, working
in dynamite plants no doubt is a high-
risk type of employment. I am sure there
has been efforts to minimize the risks
that might be involved in that type of
employment. But the fact is that the
taggants material by themselves and, of
course, I think there should be a fur-
ther review of the potential for taggant
to cause an explosion or modified flash
point of black powder or dynamite, but
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the facts are rather different from what
has been portrayed. It is a rather
sophisticated method to take this iden-
tification taggant material out of the
powder. The fact is there already has
been a demonstrated success with
identification taggants, vis-a-vis an
incident in Baltimore recorded here in
the June 19th press, which may lead
to a conviction with regard to the very
use of identification taggants. I think
we ought to be specific. If the gentle-
man is talking about detection taggants
which have apparently some instability,
which are an indeterminate factor at
this time, I think that is something that
should be explained in the gentleman'’s
explanation. Nevertheless, I am cer-
tainly prepared to say that further re-
search on this is, I think, desirable, based
upon what the needs are and based upon
the terrorist type of activities in our
society.

But I also think that we ought to point
out that taggants have a lot of hope, and
their development is in a very advanced
stage. Various European nations have
already implemented programs that
mandate taggantive use. This ought to
be subjected to a cost benefit as well
as a safety analysis with regards to
material, and the Appropriations Com-
mittee in this instance ought to recog-
nize that the authorization committee,
the Public Works Committee, is looking
very intensely at this area, both in the
Senate and in this House.

I appreicate the gentleman from
Ohio’s (Mr. MILLER) concern, but I think
that it does not engage all of the in-
formation that is relevant to this partic-
ular point. I appreciate the gentleman
vielding.

Mr. MILLER of Ohio. I thank the
gentleman. The committee also has
moved to restrict the Customs Service
overtime. We found that about one-haif
of the agents received over $10,000 per
year overtime. We found at least three
received $39,000 a year overtime and the
average annual pay is $17,5600. We had
three that were making about the same
income as the Szcretary of the Treasury.

What we did in the language was
to restrict the overtime to not more
than equal the amount of the annual
pay. That will, of course, allow pay
up to $35,000 to $38,000. I attempted
to lower that but was not successful in
committee.

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

Mr. MILLER of Ohio. Yes, I yield to
the gentleman from Minnesota.

Mr. FRENZEL. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, the Trade Subcommit-
tee of the Ways and Means Committee
is concerned about this overtime prob-
lem of the Customs Service, just as your
subcommittee is. I am glad that you put
this cap on it.

The problem, of course, is that the
President suggested a large reduction in
the number of customs officials. Both
our committee and yours I think have
made substantial reductions, about 300
less employees for customs inspection
than were available in the previous year.
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With less officials and a cap on over-
time, is it not possible we are going to
get poorer inspections this year than
we have had in the past?

Mr, MILLER of Ohio. Yes. It always
could be possible that that would take
place, but by the same token we have
not had the request for that many addi-
tional people. Maybe that is so that the
overtime could be paid. I think if it is
necessary to do this, it is possible for
Customs to come back with a supple-
mental requesting more personnel and
more dollars. We have to put the cap on
now in order to control the overtime.

Mr. FRENZEL. If the gentleman will
vield further, I agree with the gentle-
man, the principal problem has been in
the management of the Customs Service.
Obviously there are better ways to do it
than have been done in the past. I appre-
ciate the way your committee has
worked on this, and we look forward to
working with you and trying to insure
better management and better organiza-
tion of the resources available to the
Customs Service.

Mr. MILLER of Ohio. I thank the
gentleman.

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

Mr. MILLER of Ohio. Yes, I vield to
the gentleman from Idaho.

Mr. SYMMS. Mr. Chairman, could the
gentleman make a comment on why it
was that the Internal Revenue Service,
which is commonly referred to as the
Infernal Revenue Service, would have
been given more money by the commit-
tee?

Mr. MILLER of Ohio. The Internal
Revenue Service is divided into many
areas, Collections is one area. Is that the
area I understand the gentleman is in-
terested in? Is that the particular sec-
tion the gentleman addresses his ques-
tion to?

Mr. SYMMS. If the gentleman will
continue to yield, my question to the gen-
tleman is I see here just in the total ap-
propriations they are going to get ap-
proximately a half a billion dollars more
in 1980 than they got in 1979. In view of
the fact that escalating taxes is one of
the problems that causes restraint on
economic growth in the country, I won-
der why it is we are trying to make the
Internal Revenue Service any more effi-
cient?

Mr. MILLER of Ohio. The Internal
Revenue Service needs to be efficient and
fair. The problem is to attempt to find
those people who are not paying their
taxes. As long as we have the tax laws on
the book, it is necessary to furnish the
funds and the personnel to enforce them.

I agree with the gentleman from
Idaho that we should reduce taxes, and
if we had legislation that was author-
ized that would allow us to reduce taxes,
we would not need the expenditure for
IRS. So I am willing and have cospon-
sored a bill with the gentleman to reduce
taxes.

Mr. SYMMS. If the gentleman will
continue to yield, I would like to ask the
gentleman one more question.

Mr. MILLER of Ohio. I yield to the
gentleman.
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Mr. SYMMS. Is there anything in the
committee report that talks about how
much money the IRS has paid to bounty
hunters, the people that turn in their
neighbors if they suspect them of tax
evasion or something? Maybe the chair-
man of the commitiee would want to
comment on that.

Mr. MILLER of Ohio. First of all, be-
fore the chairman does comment, I
would say that that has been talked
about many times but it has never been
brought forth where we actually have
any solid information that we can act
on. We have heard that there may be
bounty hunters, but we would need some
convincing evidence in order to take
steps to correct it.

Perhaps the chairman would be able
tl;o verify and elaborate on that a little

it.

Mr. SYMMS. Mr. Chairman, I was
bringing up the question of bounty hunt-
ers hired by the Internal Revenue Serv-
ice. We have discussed this on the floor
of the House in the past where the IRS
pays people to become informers. I was
wondering if that had come before the
committee this year in your deliberations
and if the chairman could give the gen-
tieman from Idaho any reassurances.

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

Mr. MILLER of Ohio. I yield to the
gentleman.

Mr. STEED. It is not dealt with spe-
cifically, but it has always been a practice
to earmark approximately $500,000 each
year for the discretion of the Commis-
sioner of Internal Revenue to pay in-
formers. Of course some years they do
not spend that much. As a matter of fact
in 1978 only $379,000 was spent for this
purpose.

Mr. SYMMS. $500,000 a year?

Mr. STEED. $500,000 a year in Internal
Revenue Service. In addition, there is
carried in the appropriation for the Sec-
retary of the Treasury an additional
$100,000 for this general purpose. It is not
a part of the appropriation for IRS. It is
out of the Secretary's office, and subject
to his discretion. It is available to be used
by all of the law enforcement agencies
of the Treasury. The Treasury Depart-
ment, the gentleman knows, is the world's
largest law enforcement agency and this
fund is a secretarial fund and is used in
all of these agencies. But I would say that
history shows the Internal Revenue Serv-
ice probably uses a lot of it.

Mr. SYMMS. I thank the gentleman
and if the gentleman from Ohio will con-
tinue to yield—

Mr. MILLER of Ohio. Yes, I vield to
the gentleman.

Mr. SYMMS. I thank the gentleman
for yielding again. I would say it appears
to me that the Internal Revenue Service
has probably become the world’s leading
organization of harassment and oppres-
sion. I think that it is interesting that a
year ago this Congress passed legislation
on the floor of the House that is now law
dealing with third-party debt collectors
in the collection of private debt.
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It would seem to me that it would be

appropriate that we apply the same rules
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to employees of the Internal Revenue
Service so that they have to operate
within the same code of ethics that is
required of private debt collectors. I
would hope that the committee would
look favorably on this idea and discuss
it later on in the amendment process and
vote on it at that time.

Mr. MILLER of Ohio. I thank the gen-
tleman. I would like to say that I have
not seen any information that was con-
veyed to anyone that said that we do
have the bounty hunters, and they are
paid $100,000, and that by and through
IRS. As the chairman said, the Treasury
Department would have the $100,000.
Counterfeiting is a big problem, and
there is where I understand the $100,000
is used.

Mr, SYMMS. If the gentleman would
yvield further, I thank the gentleman very
much for bringing that up, because I
think counterfeiting is a big problem. I
think the Congress is the leading propo-
nents of counterfeiting in the country,
but we do it legally by running these
deficit budgets and printing the money
up on 1l4th Street and Independence
Avenue.

I think it is interesting that the Con-
stitution of the United States only has
two crimes listed. One of them is counter-
feiting, and the other is treason. There
are no other crimes listed, and yet the
Congress continues its counterfeiting
process. I think that since the gentleman
is only talking about bounty hunting, and
it is only a minor thing with the Inter-
nal Revenue Service, maybhe the commit-
tee will look favorably upon an amend-
ment that I will offer later which will in-
sure that the IRS does not become a rev-
enue-producing agency, operating a
police state. I am glad to hear it is not
an important item in the IRS budget.

Mr. STEED. If the gentleman will
yield, I just want to say that most of the
information they get on income tax
evaders is done gratis, and happily.

Mr. MILLER of Ohio. Mr. Chairman,
another area that the subcommittee
took into consideration was where Presi-
dential nominees fly all over the United
States and have Secret Service protec-
tion. But, they charge back to the Secret
Service—the candidate and the candi-
date’s committee—for a seat on the
plane. In other words, the candidate's
committee will lease a plane; then, they
will charge the Secret Service for a seat
on that plane at first-class rates. As the
Members know, it does not take one, but
many Secret Service people, and in 1976,
out of the account that we are consid-
ering now, the Secret Service paid over
$1 million out to the political commit-
tees.

Now, there is a problem with Secret
Service trying to keep up, trying to pro-
tect the nominees who are moving pretty
fast. I believe that the nominees should
either waive protection and sign the
waiver, or furnish the transportation for
the Secret Service, so the taxpayers do
not pay that additional money. It came
out to the tune, as we say, last year of
over $1 million, paid by the taxpayers.
It is a back door way for the committees
to get a few more dollars and get their
hands in the taxpayers’ pocket.
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I have an amendment concerning the
White House Office appropriation, and
the amount the subcommittee agreed to.
It is a figure of $17 million 500 thousand
rather than $18 million 200 thousand
that is in the bill, It is not a lot of money
compared to what we are talking about
here, but it is $700,000 and I would hope
that the committee would agree to that
reduction.

I have several amendments that we
will talk about at amendment time, but
one in particular is for a 2-percent re-
duction. Instead of this bill being $37
million under last year, as I stated in
the beginning, it is $506 million over,
because of that one-time payment of
over one-half billion dollars. I believe
that a 2-percent reduction, which would
equal $114 million, could be removed
from the bill. It would be again on non-
mandatory items. I believe that we could
stand that reduction.

Let us just think about GSA for a
moment. They have over 10,000 build-
ings. Their appropriation is in this par-
ticular bill. The President has said that
we will reduce thermostats. We will lower
the thermostat in the wintertime and we
will raise it in the summertime. That
should reduce their utility bills by ap-
proximately 20 percent. We should not
need the amount of dollars that are in
the bill. There are several reasons why
we would not need the full amount that
is in the bill. We could have a reduction.
® Mr. GRADISON. Mr. Chairman, the
language of the committee report on this
legislation, the Treasury, Postal Serv-
ice, and general Government appropria-
tion bill, clearly acknowledges the role
of the subcommittee on Oversight of the
Ways and Means Committee in investi-
gating the role of the Internal Revenue
Service in determining the tax-exempt
status of private schools. As the ranking
minority member of the subcommittee, I
have been deeply involved in that issue
for many months, and I would like to
share with you some of the conclusions
I have reached.

At issue here is not the cuestion of
whether or not a private school that has
been proven to discriminate on the basis
of race should be permitted to retain its
tax exempt status. Clearly, that is op-
posed to public policy. The issue is the
process of determining if a private school
discriminates. The Internal Revenue
Service has drafted one revenue proce-
dure, and subsequently has revised it, in
an attempt to establish such a process.

This, I believe, is not the proper order.
Congress has determined that the Goy-
ernment should not support any insti-
tution that discriminates, and the courts
are in the process of defining such sup-
port and the act of discrimination. Be-
cause the courts have not finalized these
decisions, I feel that the IRS has moved
too quickly in this case. The IRS should
follow, not lead, Congress and the courts.
For that reason, I support the language
in the committee report and I will sup-
port motions to bar the expenditure of
funds on the enforcement of the reve-
nue procedures.®

Mr. MILLER of Ohio. Mr. Chairman,
I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
Maryland (Mr. BAUMAN).
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Mr. BAUMAN. Mr. Chairman, earlier
in this debate reference was made to the
necessity of a very close watch upon the
expenditures of former President Nixon,
and by implication, by any former Pres-
ident. I think concern for proper Fed-
eral expenditures is a perfectly legiti-
mate goal. All taxpayers’ funds expend-
ed for any purpose are in fact a matter
of trust, and they should be spent for
the proper purposes; and if not, then ac-
tion ought to be taken to correct the
situation.

In that same light I would like to raise
a question about the appropriation which
appears on page 9, title ITII of the bill,
the Executive Office of the President.
As that section indicates, there is appro-
priated in this bill $200,000 for the sal-
ary of the President of the United States,
and a $50,000 expense account which is
to be used at his disposal.

Several months ago the question was
raised by a number of our colleagues
about the propriety of the President of
the United States soliciting funds from
corporations, wealthy individuals, citi-
zens at large, to pay for the expenses of
the White House dinner accompanying
the signing of the Egyptian-Israeli
Treaty, and also for the gala performed
at the EKennedy Center when Chinese
Vice Premier Deng Xiaoping visited the
United States. Both of these occasions,
it seems to me at least, would have been
appropriately compensated for by the
funds in the $50,000 expense account.

It appears from information adduced
by one of the veteran Capitol Hill re-
porters, Jesse Sterns, that in 1977 Presi-
dent Carter spent, of the $50,000 ex-
pense account, only $1,372. The remain-
ing $48,628 he took as his own personal
income and paid the taxes on it, thus
augmenting his salary. In 1978 the Presi-
dent spent $13,165 for expenses, and
the remainder of his expense account,
$36,835, was taken as salary.

Now, it is my feeling that if it can be
shown that the President of the United
States needs a higher salary, he should
receive that salary. I do not know,
quite frankly, how we could ever ade-
quately compensate a President for the
responsibilities that are placed upon
him—any President, this President or a
future President. But, it is demeaning to
the office and to the man, in my view, to
force him, if he needs this extra money,
to divert funds given to him for his ex-
renses for entertainment and activities
in the White House to his own personal
use, and to have to solicit private funds
to allow him to keep his expense money.
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We had a similar situation in the
House of Representatives until a few
years ago when some of the Obey
commission recommendations were
adopted—and I served on that commis-
sion—which did away with House Mem-
bers expense accounts and the ability
to divert those funds to personal use.
The new House rules made us use such
funds only for officially certified expenses
for which we have to sign. One of the
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reasons was that the Members were di-
verting the funds, which they legally
could do, and which the President ob-
viously legally can do, to their own per-
sonal use and paying taxes on them, and
that was an indirect pay raise.

The Vice President of the United
States, Mr. MonpaLE, in the same 2
year period has had an excess in his
$10,000 allowance, and he has seen fit to
return unused balances to the Treasury.
That is a matter of personal choice. Of
course, in any other Federal agency, if
moneys are unexpended, unless allowed
by special act or appropriation, they
must revert to the Treasury.

The only question I am raising here is,
and I would address this to the gentle-
man from Oklahoma as chairman of this
committee, is there some necessity for
raising the President’s salary? Could we
not instill a better feeling on the part of
the American people by granting the
President a $250,000 salary and curtail-
ing the use of his expense account to only
official expenses?

Mr. STEED. If the gentleman would
yield, the gentleman asked me for an
opinion. I would rather answer him by
just giving him a little bit of history.
On January 19, 1949, the salary of the
President was raised from $75,000 to
$100,000, and the $50,000 expense ac-
count was added with no accounting,
and it was tax free. In 1951 they made
the expense account taxable. The pres-
ent law says no accounting other than
for income tax purposes shall be made
by him, meaning the President. That is
the situation today. We have had no in-
dication from the President that this
does not meet with his approval, and
since this would have to be a legislative
committee problem, our committee has
given no further attention to it than to
follow what we think the practice and
the law is.

Mr. BAUMAN. The gentleman cer-
tainly has restated the law, as I think I
correctly paraphrased it early in my re-
marks, but I repeat: it seems to me that
we need to take some step to either raise
the compensation of the President, if
that is the necessity, or to do away with
what appears to be a backdoor pay raise.
I think it would make the American peo-
ple feel better and it would be the honest
thing to do.

Mr. STEED. If the gentleman will
vield, I say the President does probably
the most impossible job on Earth, and I
do not think we could ever pay anybody
a sufficient amount for serving in that
position.

The CHATRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman has expired.

Mr. MILLER of Ohio. Mr. Chairman,
I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Minnesota (Mr. HAGEDORN) .

Mr. HAGEDORN. Mr. Chairman, just
to follow up on the comments of my col-
league, the gentleman from Maryland
(Mr. BauMman), I certainly want to add
my voice to say we ought to put account-
ability into that and to change the law
when the appropriate opportunity pre-
sents itself. I believe the American peo-
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ple are fully willing to support the Presi-
dent in any expenses that have to be in-
curred and that are rightfully the re-
sponsibility of the taxpayers. But to ap-
propriate $50,000 and see one year $1,100
used and another year $13,000 used, and
yet at the same time to solicit $5,000 tax-
deductible contributions from major cor-
porations and virtually selling seats to
significant and historic state dinners I
believe is almost reprehensible.

I am not saying the President is not
worth $250,000. The Office of the Presi-
dency should be obviously adequately
compensated, but let us put it on an up
or down position, and if the position is
worth that, let us increase the salary
of the President and then pay only those
bills that are rightfully those bills that
the taxpayers have a responsibility for
and eliminate this kind of grab bag op-
portunity for the President that we see
in existence.

At this time I also want to commend
my fellow Minnesota citizens, the Vice
President, Mr. WALTER MONDALE, because
according to the press he has only used
his funds for legitimate purposes and has
turned the rest back to the Treasury. I
think in keeping with the times he has
really set up an outstanding example
that other people in high positions ought
to emulate.

Mr. MILLER of Ohio. Mr. Chairman,
the gentleman from Maryland (Mr.
Bauman) and the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. HAGEDORN) were discussing
the amount of expense that the Presi-
dent used. In the hearing book of part
3 on page 323 we have a statement there
where I talked to the gentleman who
came in to justify the budget for the
President, Mr. Hugh Carter, Jr., Special
Assistant to the President for Adminis-
tration. At that point the record states,
so that it will show that it was not just a
news report:

Mr. MinLer. We have an article In U.S.
News & World Report, and it is stated that
the President only spent $1,372 of this
$50,000 last year,

Mr, CarTER. I belleve that is correct.

So we do have on record information
conveyed that says that the bulk of the
expense money was not spent for ex-
penses, We are not indicating that it is
illegal because the President paid tax on
it and it was legal. The point is, that if
we are going to increase the compensa-
tion of the President, we should show it
as a line item and increase the compen-
sation. If the President is doing his work,
he certainly should be paid the proper
amount.

I have no additional requests for time,
Mr, Chairman.

Mr. STEED. Mr. Chairman, I yield
back the remainder of my time.

Mr. MILLER of Ohio. Mr. Chairman,
I yield back the remainder of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. All time having ex-
pired, the Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

UNITED STATES CUSTOMS SERVICE
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses of the United States
Customs Service, including purchase of two
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hundred passenger motor vehicles for re-
placement only, including one hundred and
ninety for police-type use; operation, and
maintenance of alrcraft; hire of passenger
motor vehicles and aircraft; and awards of
compensation to informers as authorized by
the Act of August 13, 1954 (22 U.S.C. 401);
$446,857,000, of which not to exceed $150,-
000 shall be available for payment for rental
space in connection with preclearance opera-
tions; and of which not to exceed $1,200,000
for research and studies shall remain avalla-
ble until expended: Provided, That none of
the funds made avallable by this Act shall be
available for administrative expenses to pay
any employee overtime pay in an amount
in excess of the annual base salary of that
employee.

Mr. MYERS of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I take this time to ask
a question pertaining to the Customs
Service. It has been the practice of the
U.S. Customs Service to monitor the im-
port of crude oil into the country, to
make reports as to the amount of crude
oil being imported and from what coun-
tries it comes. About a month ago the
Department of the Treasury, through the
customs procedures manual, reported
that they were going to terminate this
policy and rely completely upon reports
of gaging from the oil companies and
from the exporting nations. I am in no
position this morning to question the au-
thenticity of any of these reports or the
accuracy of any of these reports, but
it is common knowledge that the Ameri-
can people do not trust the oil compa-
nies today. I think this is really not the
time to raise further question with an
already skeptical American public.

I, along with the gentleman from
Arkansas (Mr. BETHUNE) wrote the Sec-
retary of the Treasury on June 28, asking
what would happen if this order were
carried out. I received a letter, and I
think Mr. BETHUNE received a similar
letter, dated July 6 that they would let
us know later when more was known
about this. I take this time to question
the chairman and the ranking member
about what knowledge they might have
about the change in policy as far as
reporting the import of crude oil. I yield
to my chairman.

Mr. STEED. I thank the gentleman for
yielding. I might say to the gentleman I
have a letter dated July 12 from the
Commissioner of Customs saying that
there is no truth to this report, that they
are not changing their present program,
and although they are not required to
collect tax on it by executive order of
the President, they are continuing to
measure and will continue to do so. There
are some studies going on that some time
in the future may result in some changes,
but we are assured that before any
action is taken we will be advised of it
and have opportunity to discuss it. So
at the present time there is no change
in the situation and none contemplated.
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Mr. MYERS of Indiana. My mail has

not been answered yet but I am pleased

to hear you have had that information
that the Customs Service will continue

to monitor and to report on the impor-
tation of crude oil into the country.
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I thank you for that response.

I yield back the balance of my time,
Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

UNITED STATES SECRET SERVICE
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses for the operation of
the United States Secret Service, including
purchase (not to exceed two hundred and
twelve for police-type use for replacement
only) and hire of passenger motor vehicles;
hire of alrcraft; training and assistance re-
quested by State and local governments
which may be provided without reimburse-
ment; rental of buildings in the District of
Columbia, and fencing, lighting, guard
booths, and other facilitles on private or
other property not in Government ownership
or control as may be necessary to perform
protective functions; the conducting and
participation in firearms matches; $157,000,-
000, of which not to exceed $2,000,000 shall
remain avallable until expended, for pay-
ments to State and local governments for
protection of permanent and observer for-
elgn diplomatic missions, pursuant to Pub-
lic Law 94-196 including costs of providing
protection for motorcades and at other
places associated with a visit qualifying un-
der section 202(7) of title 3, United States
Code; for travel of Secret Service employees
on protective missilons without regard to
the limitations on such expenditures in this
or any other Act: Provided, That funds ap-
propriated herein will be avallable for re-
pairs and alterations of the Beltsville, Mary-
land, facllity and for research and develop-
ment.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. STEED

Mr. STEED. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment.
The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. Steen: On page
8, after llne 5, insert the following:
UNITED STATES SECRET SERVICE
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For an additional amount for fiscal year
1979 for “‘Salarles and expenses” for travel of
employees on protective misslons, without
regard to the limitations on such expendi-
tures in this or any other Act, $1,900,000,

Mr, STEED. Mr. Chairman, this is an
item contained in House Document 96—
156 which came too late for either House
to act on it to include it in the supple-
mental bill which was finalized day be-
fore yesterday.

Mr. Chairman, this is a very urgent
and important item because it has to do
with the ability of the Secret Service to
continue to furnish protection for about
18 people including the President and
his family and the Vice President and
his family. Therefore, Mr. Chairman, as
a matter of expediency it was deemed by
those who are concerned that this would
be the most logical place to answer this
urgent need.

I recommend the approval of this
amendment.

Mr. MILLER of Ohio. Mr. Chairman,
I just received information on this
amendment a few minutes ago. I under-
stand the problem the chairman of the
subcommittee has, to try to keep the
Secret Service working on the mission
they have of protecting people.

I would like to inquire of the chair-
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man as to whether the funds, $1,900,000,
would be used to protect the candidate
who would be running for President.

Mr. STEED. Mr. Chairman, this
money would be used between now and
October 1 of this year. This is what they
need right now. This part of the pro-
gram would be finished before the
guarding of candidates for President be-
gins which would be next January or
February.

Mr. MILLER of Ohio. This amount of
money would then be used in 1979 fiscal
year?

Mr. STEED. Yes it would be, Mr.
Chairman. As of today or tomorrow they
will be almost depleted of any funds for
this purpose.

Mr. MILLER of Ohio. We are pres-
ently considering the fiscal year 1980
appropriation now. How would they be
able to spend that $1.9 million in fiscal
year 1979?

Mr. STEED. Mr. Chairman, the lan-
guage of the amendment I offer covers
that, if it is agreed to here. As a matter
of procedure this seemed to be the easiest
and most logical way to meet this urgent
need with which the Secret Service is
faced. I was hoping the House would go
along with it as the best solution for a
problem that must be solved one way or
the other.

Mr. MILLER of Ohio. It would not be
involving the nominees running for
President. I wanted to make that clear
because I have an amendment concern-
ing that. The gentleman’s amendment
would in no way affect the amendment I
would offer to reduce funds?

Mr. STEED. This money will either
have been used or will lapse before that
other program begins.

Mr. MILLER of Ohio. I thank the gen-
tleman.

The CHAIRMAN., The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Oklahoma (Mr. STEED) .

The amendment was agreed to.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY ME. MILLER OF OHIO

Mr. MILLER of Ohio. Mr. Chairman,
I offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. MiLLER of Ohlo:
On page 8, line 5, after the word “develop-
ment” add *: Provided further, That no
funds appropriated herein shall be available
for payment to any candidate, or any orga-
nizatlon supporting such candidate, for pro-
viding air transportation for Secret Service
agents protecting that candidate.”.

Mr. SYMMS. Mr. Chairman, I make
the point of order that a quorum is not
present,.

The CHAIRMAN. Evidently a quorum
is not present.

The Chair announces that pursuant
to clause 2, rule XXIII, he will vacate
proceedings under the call when a quo-
rum of the Committee appears.

Members will record their presence by
electronic device.

The call was taken by electronic
device.

[ 1140
QUORUM CALL VACATED

The CHAIRMAN. One hundred Mem-
bers have appeared. A gquorum of the
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Committee of the Whole is present. Pur-
suant to clause 2, rule XXIII, further
proceedings under the call shall be con-
sidered as vacated.

The Committee will resume its busi-
ness.

The gentleman from Ohio (Mr. MiL-
LER) is recognized for 5 minutes in sup-
port of his amendment.

Mr. MILLER of Ohio. I thank the
Chair.

Myr. Chairman, this amendment would
restore subcommittee language which
would prevent the Secret Service from
paying Presidential campaign organiza-
tions for seats on campaign aircraft
while they provide protection to the Pres-
ident and the nominees. Had this been
in effect in the last election, taxpayers
would have saved over $1 million.

Federal law requires the Secret Serv-
ice to protect Presidential candidates
unless candidates decline that protec-
tion. They can waive that protection.

This amendment would suggest that
candidates who benefit from that protec-
tion should provide transportation or
decline the Government protection. It
will not require that the Secret Service
seek alternate transportation or spend
more money than they now pay for
transportation.

Under current guidelines the Secret
Service pays the agent's share of the
charter cost or an amount equal to the
first-class fare, whichever is less. The
guidelines governing the protection are
flexible enough to cover this modification
and can be redrawn when necessary.

The Secret Service has expressed some
concern with the language since it is
easier for them to pay the money and
take the ride, and it requires no addi-
tional initiative or imagination to con-
tinue to charge money to the taxpayers.

My amendment would require Presi-
dential candidates to share part of the
burden of their own protection. This
measure is bipartisan and has no benefit
to any one party above another. It treats
them all equally. In addition, it provides
no advantage to the incumbent, since
he is required to reimburse the govern-
ment for campaign-related transporta-
tion and protection costs.

To give some idea of what was spent
during the last Presidential election
time, we have from the Secret Service a
listing of the payments to campaign
committees for travel of Secret Service
personnel during the 1976 President elec-
tion. This is quite a list, and it shows that
for Gov. George Wallace the amount was
$79,932. That is money charged back to
the taxpayers for a seat on a Presiden-
tial nominee's plane so that he can go out
and campaign, and that Secret Service
agent is there for his protection.

As a matter of fact, the amount for
former Gov. Ronald Reagan was $310,-
313; for former Gov. Jimmy Carter,
$129,182; and for Senator FRANK
CHURCH, $26,645.

Mr. Chairman, I urge the committee’'s
support of the amendment, and I will
include here the list to which I have just
referred in the REcorp so we will
have a complete accounting to show
where the dollars were spent.
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The list is as follows:

Payments to campaign committees for travel
of Secret Service personnel during the 1976
Presidential election

Former Gov. Jimmy Carter
Former Gov. Ronald Resgan
Senator Henry Jackson
Gov. George Wallace
Senator Birch Bayh
Corgressman Morris Udall
Senator Lloyd Bentsen
Senator Frank Church
Senator Eugene McCarthy
Sargent Shriver

Gov. Milton Shapp

Former Senator Fred Harrls

Subtotal (prenomination)__ 663, 177

Democratic Nominees Carter and

Republican Nominee Dole 151,010

402, 037

Subtotal

1,085,214

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

Mr. Chairman, we have had this mat-
ter up before, and we have discussed it
with the Secret Service. The amendment
says that this applies only to air travel,
which is probably the most important
part of the candidate’s protection. The
Secret Service thinks it can go along with
this by arranging to deal with the lessors
of the planes rather than with the can-
didate or political party.

Mr. Chairman, I have no objection to
the amendment, and I recommend its
approval.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Ohio (Mr. MILLER) .

The amendment was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

GENERAL PROVISIONS—TREASURY DEPARTMENT

SEc. 101. Appropriations In this Act to the
Treasury Department shall be available for
uniforms or allowances therefor, as author-
ized by law (5 U.S.C. 5901-2) including
maintenance, repairs. and cleaning; pur-
chase of insurance for officlal motor vehicles
operated In forelgn countries; entering into
contracts with the Department of State for
the furnishing of health and medical serv-
ices to employees and their dependents serv-
ing in foreign countries; and services as au-
thorized by 5 U.S.C. 3109.

This title may be cited as the “Treasury
Department Appropriations Act, 1980".

[J 1150

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SYMMS

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Symms: Page 8,
after line 16, insert the following new sec-
tion:

Sgc. 102. None of the funds appropriated
by this title shall be used in connection with
the collection of any underpayment of any
tax Imposed by the Internal Revenue Code
of 1954 unless the conduct of officers and
employees of the Internal Revenue Service
in connection with such collection complies
with subsection (a) of section 805 (relating
to communication in connection with debt
collection), and section 806 (relating to
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harassment or abuse), of the Fair Debt Col-
lection Practices Act (15 U.8.C. 1692).

Mr. SYMMS. Mr. Chairman, during
the years that I have served as a Member
of this body, I have been contacted by
many of my constituents because of the
unduly harsh treatment they received
by Internal Revenue Service agents.
And, I am sure that every Member in
Congress can relate various renditions of
instances where their constituents have
been harassed, intimidated or embar-
rassed.

In the 95th Congress, we passed the
Debt Collection Practices Act which re-
quires that third party debt collectors in
the private sector follow a certain code
of conduct in their collection efforts. It
seems to me that public servants should
be subject to a similar code of ethics in
the administration of their duties.

Consequently, I am offering an amend-
ment which will prohibit funds being ap-
propriated today from being used in con-
nection with the collection of any under-
payment of taxes imposed by the IRS
unless the conduct of the officers and em-
plovees of the Internal Revenue Service
is in compliance with certain provisions
of the Debt Collection Practices Act.

Basically, this amendment would pro-
hibit IRS agents from harassing or in-
timidating any person in connection with
the collection of any debt or the threat or
attempt to do so. Presently, taxpayers are
oftentimes harassed at home or at work
where they have heen threatened or
where armed agents have come to their
homes at late evening hours in an effort
to collect revenue that in many instances
is not due.

In addition, the amendment would
vrohibit employees of the Internal Reve-
nue Service from communicating with
third parties unless that party was the
attorney for the individual taxpayer con-
cerned. In other words, IRS agents would
no longer be allowed to question a tax-
payver’s neighbors, friends, or relatives
as to his lifestyle or various other as-
sorted unethical questions.

It is my hope that my fellow Members
will support this effort to upgrade the
conduct of our public servants and to
instill into our system a certain standard
of ethies. During these times when most
citizens are looking to our Government
with disdain, I believe that it is vitally
important to require that the Govern-
ment and public servants adhere to the
same code of conduct that is required of
the vrivate sector.

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

Mr. Chairman, this amendment came
to the attention of the Committee at the
11th hour. It involves something that
is very close, if not actually, legislation
on an appropriation bill.

It seems to us that if this has any
value at all that the gentleman, in all
good conscience, would have taken this
before the legislative committee, to ob-
tain the kind of redress that he wants.

We have had no opportunity to find
out what the Internal Revenue Service's
reaction on this would be. There is no
way on Earth we can give the Members
of this House any assurance as to the
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effect of this amendment except the
gentleman’s word. And since we have
been in session since January, I think it
is unfair for anything as complicated as
this, and which is subject to some ques-
tion as much as this is, to be brought
here at this time and ask the Members
to approve it.

The legislative committees are still in
session. If it deserves redress, that is the
proper place to do it.

Mr. Chairman, I ask that this amend-
ment be defeated.
 The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Idaho (Mr. Symms).

The question was taken:; and on a
division (demanded by Mr. Symwms)
there were—ayes 15, noes 17.

Mr. SYMMS. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote, and pending that,
I make the point of order that a quorum
is not present.

The CHAIRMAN. Evidently a quorum
is_ not present. Pursuant to the provi-
sions of clause 2, rule XXIII, the Chair
announces that he will reduce to a mini-
mum of 5 minutes the period of time
within which a vote by electronic de-
vice, if ordered, will be taken on the
pending question following the quorum
call. Members will record their presence
by electronic device.

The call was take taken by electronic
device.

The following Members responded to
their names:

[Roll No, 331]

Carr

Carter
Cavanaugh
Chappell
Cheney
Chisholm
Clausen
Clinger
Coelho
Coleman
Collins, Il.
Collins, Tex.
Conable
Conte
Corcoran
Corman
Coughlin
Crane, Danlel
D’Amours
Danlel, Dan
Daniel, R. W.
Danielson

Abdnor
Addabbo
Akaka
Ambro
Anderson,
Callf.
Andrews, N.C.
Andrews,
N. Dak.
Annunzio
Applegate
Archer
Ashbrook
Aspin
Atkinson
AuColn
Badham
Bafalis
Balley
Baldus
Barnes
Bauman
Beard, R.I.

Fazio
Fenwick
Ferraro
Findley
Fish
Fisher
Fithian
Florio
Foley
Ford, Mich.
Ford, Tenn.
Fountain
Fowler
Frenzel
Frost
Gaydos
Gephardt
G'aimo
Gibbons
Giiman
Gingrich
Ginn
Glickman

Holtzman
Hopkins
Horton
Howard
Hubbard
Huckaby
Hughes
Hutto

Hyde
Ichord
Jacobs
Jeffords
Jeffries
Jenkins
Jenrette
Johnson, Calif.
Johnson, Co.o.
Jones, N.C.
Jones, Okla.
Jones, Tenn.
Kazen
Kelly

Kemp
Kildee
Kindness
Kogovsek
Kramer
LaFalce
Lagomarsino
Latta
Leach, Iowa
Leach, La.
Leath, Tex.
Lederer
Lee
Lehman
Leland
Levitas
Lewis
Lloyd
Loeffer
Long, La.
Long, Md.
Lott

Lowry
Lujan
Luken
Lundine
Lungren
MeClory
McCloskey
MecCormack
MecDonald
McHugh
McKinney
Madigan
Markey
Marks
Marlenee
Marriott
Martin
Mathis
Matsul
Mattox
Mavroules
Mlea
Michel
Mikulsk]
Mikva

Miller, Calif.
Miller, Ohlo
Mineta
Minish
Mitchell, N.¥Y.
Moakley
Moffett
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moore
Moorhead,
Calif.
Moorhead, Pa.
Mottl
Murphy, I11.
Murphy, N.¥Y.
Murphy, Pa.
Murtha
Myers, Ind.
Natcher
Neal
Nedzl
Nelson
Nichols
Nowak
O’'Brien
Oakar
Oberstar
Ottinger
Panetta
Pashavan
Patten
Fatterson
Paul
Pease
Pepper
Perkins
Petrl
Peyser
Plckle
Freyer
Price
Pursell
Rahall
Rallsback
Rangel
Ratchford
Regula
Reuss
Rhodes
Rinaldo
Robinson
Roe
Rosenthal
Rostenkowski
Roth
Roybal
Royer
Rudd
Runnels
Russo
Sabo
Satterfield
Sawyer
Schroeder
Schulze
Sebellus
Seiberling
Sensenbrenner
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Shannon
Sharp
Shuster
Simon
Slack
Smith, Iowa
Smith, Nebr.
Snowe
Snyder
Solarz
Solomon
Spence
8t Germalin
Stack
Staggers
Stangeland
Stanton
Steed
Stenholm
Stewart,
Btockman
Stratton
Studds
Stump
Symms
Synar
Tauke
Taylor
Thomas
Thompson
Traxler
Trible
Udall
Ullman
Van Deerlin
Vander Jagt
Vanlk
Vento
Volkmer
Walgren
Walker
Wampler
Watkins
Waxman
Weaver
Weiss
White
Whitehurst
Whitley
Whittaker
Whitten
Willlams, Mont.
Williams, Ohio
Wilson, Bob
Wilson, Tex.
Wirth
Wollt
Wolpe
Wyatt
Wydler
Wrylie
Yates
Yatron
Young, Alaska
Young, Fla.
Youne, Mo.
Zablockl
Zeferett]

The CHAIRMAN. Three hundred

Bedell
Belienson
Benjamin
Bennett
Bereuter
Bethune
Bevill
Blaggl
Bingham
Blanchard
Boggs
Boland
Boner
Bonlor
Bonker
Bouquard
Bowen
Brademas
Breaux
Brinkley
Brodhead
Broomfield
Brown, Caillf.
Buchanan
Burgener
Burlison
Burton, Phillip
Butler
Byvron
Campbell
Carney

Dannemeyer
Daschle
Davis, Mich.
Davls, 8.C.
Dellums
Derrick
Derwinskl
Devine
Dickinson
Dicks

Diggs
Dingell
Dodd
Donnelly
Dornan
Dougherty
Downey
Duncan, Tenn,
Eckhardt
Ederar
Edwards, Ala.

Edwards, Callf.

Edwards, Okla.
English
Erdahl
Erlenborn
Frtel

Evans, Del.
Evans, Ga.
Evans, Ind.
Fary

Fascell

Goldwater
Gonzalez
Goodling
Gore
Gradison
Gramm
Grassley
Gray
Green
Grisham
Guarini
Gudger
Guyer
Hagedorn
Hall, Ohlo
Hall, Tex.
Hamilton
Hammer-
schmidt

Hance
Hanley
Hansen
Harkin
Harris
Harsha
Hawkins
Hefner
Heftel
Hillis
Hollenbeck
Holt

sixty-four Members have answered to

their names, a quorum is present, and

the Committee will resume its business.
RECORDED VOTE

The CHATRMAN. The pending busi-
ness is the demand of the gentleman
from Idaho (Mr. Symwms) for a re-
corded vote. Five minutes will be al-
lowed for the vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 299, noes 69,
answered ‘“present” 3, not voting 63, as
follows:

[Roll No. 332)

AYES—209

Archer
Ashbrook
Ashley

in
Atkinson
Badham
Bafalis
Balley
Barnes

Bauman
Beard, R.I.
Bedell
Benjamin
Bereuter
Bethune
Bevill
Blaggl
Blanchard
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Boland
Boner
Bonlor
Bonker
Bouquard
Bowen
Breaux
Brinkley
Brodhead
Broomfield
Buchanan
Burgener
Burton, Phillip
Butler
Byron
Campbell
Carney
Carr

Carter
Cavanaugh
Chappell
Cheney
Clausen
Clinger
Coelho
Coleman
Collins, T1.
Collins, Tex.
Coughlin
Courter
Crane, Danlel
D'Amours
Dantlel, Dan
Danlel, R. W.
Danlelson
Dannemeyer
Daschle
Davis, Mich.
Derrick
Derwinski
Devine
Dickinson
Dicks
Dingell
Dodd

Donnelly
Darnan
Dougherty
Downey
Drinan
Duncan, Oreg.
Duncan, Tenn.
Edwards, Ala.
Edwards, Okla.
English

Evans, Ind.
Fary

Fazio
Fenwick
Ferraro
Findley
Fish
Fithian
Florio
Foley
Ford, Mich.
Ford, Tenn.
Fountain
Fowler
Frenzel
Frost
Gaydos
Gilman
Gingrich
Ginn
Glickman
Goldwater
Goodling
Gradison
Gramm
Grassley
Green
Grisham
Gudger
Guyer
Hagedorn
Hall, Ohlo

Addabbo
Akaka
Baldus
Beilenson
Bennett
Bingham
Boggs
Brademas
Brown, Calif.

Hall, Tex.
Hamlilton
Hammer-

schmidt
Hance
Hanley
Hansen
Harkin
Harris
Harsha
Hawkins
Hefner
Heftel
Hillis
Hollenbeck
Holt

Hopkins
Horton
Howard
Hubbard
Huckaby
Hughes
Hyde
Ichord
Jacobs
Jeffries
Jenkins
Jenrette
Johnson, Colo.
Jones, N.C.
Jones, Tenn.
Kazen
Kelly
EKemp
Kildee
Kindness
Eogovsek
Kramer
LaFalce
Lagomarsino
Latta
Leach, Iowa
Leach, La.
Leath, Tex.
Lederer
Lee

Leland
Levitas
Lloyd
Loeffler
Lott
Lowry
Lujan
Luken
Lungren
MeClory
McDade
MecDonald
McHugh
McKinney
Madigan
Markey
Marks
Marlenee
Marriott
Martin
Mathis
Matsui
Mattox
Mavroules

Mitchell, N.Y.
Moakley
Moffett
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moore
Moorhead,
Callf.
Mottl
Murphy, Ill.
Murphy, N.¥.
Murphy, Pa.
Murtha
Mpyers, Ind.
Natcher
Neal
Nichols
Nowak

NOES—69

Burlison
Chisholm
Conable
Conte
Carcoran
Corman
Davis, S.C.
Dellums
Diggs
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O'Brien
Oakar
Oberstar
Panetta
Pashayan
Patterson
Paul
Pease
Petrl
Peyser
Preyer
Pursell
Rahall
Ratchford
Regula
Reuss
Rhodes
Rinaldo
Roberts
Robinson

Roe
Rostenkowskl
Roth

Royer

Rudd
Runnels
Russo
Santini
Satterfield
Sawyer
Schroeder
Schulze
Sebellus
Selberling
Sensenbrenner
Sharp
Shuster
Slack
Smith, Towa
Smith, Nebr.
Snowe
Snyder
Solomon
Spence

8t Germaln
Stangeland
Stanton
Stenholm
Stewart
Stockman
Stratton
Studds
Stump
Swift
Symms
Tauke
Taylor
Thomas
Traxler
Trible

Udall
Vander Jagt
Vento
Volkmer
Walgren
Walker
Wampler
Watkins
Weaver
Walss
White
Whitehurst
Whitley
Whittaker
Whitten
Willlams, Ohio
‘Wilson, Bob
Wilson, Tex.
Wirth

‘Wolff
Wolpe
Wright
Wyatt
Whydler
Wylle

Yates
Yatron
Young, Alaska
Young, Fla.
Young, Mo.
Zablockl
Zeferettl

Eckhardt

Edgar
Edwards, Calif.
Fascell

Fisher
Gephardt
Glaimo
Gibbons

Gore
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Gray
Guarinl
Holtzman
Jeffords
Johnson, Calif.
Jones, Okla.
Kastenmeler
Lehman
Long, La.
Leng, Md.
Lundine
McCloskey
Mikulski
Mikva

Miller, Ohio Roybal
Sabo
Scheuer
Shannon
Simon
Solarz
Staggers
Steed

Ottinger
Patten
Pepper
Perkins
Plckle
Price
Rallsback
Rangel Vanik
Rosenthal Waxman

ANSWERED "PRESENT"—3
Gonzalez MecCormack Willlams, Mont.
NOT VOTING—83

Albosta Emery
Alexander Filppo
Anderson, I11. Flood
Anthony Forsythe
AuCoin Fuqusa
Barnard
Beard, Tenn.
Bolling
Brooks
Brown, Ohlo
Broyhill
Burton, John
Clay
Cleveland
Convers
Cotter
Crane, Philip
de la Garza
Deckard
Dixon

Early

Ullman
Van Deerlin

Mpyers, Pa.
Nolan
Obey
Pritchard
Quavle
Quillen
Richmond
Ritter
Rodino
Rose

Garcla
Heckler
Hightower
Hinson
Holland
Hutto
Ireland
Kostmayer
nt

Rousselot
Shelby
Shumway
Skelton
Spellman
Stack
Stark
Stokes
Treen
Wilson, C. H.
Winn

Lewls
Livingston
McEwen
McEKay
Maguire

Mazzoll
Mitchell, Md.
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The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

On this vote:

Mr. Albosta for,
agalnst.

Mr. Myers of Pennsylvania for, with Mr.
Mitchell of Maryland against.

Mr. Anthony for, with Mr. Garcla agalnst.

Mr. Rose for, with Mr. Stark agalnst.

Mr. Emery for, with Mr. Dixon against.

Mr. Beard of Tennessee for, with Mr. Fuqua
against.

Mr. Ritter for, with Mr. Stokes against.

Mr. Deckard for, with Mr. Flood against.

Mr. Livingston for, with Mr. Clay agalnst.

Mr. Lewls for, with Mr. Conyers agalnst.

Mr. LLOYD and Mr. ERTEL changed
their vote from “no” to “aye.”

So the amendment was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. ASHEROOK

Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr. Chairman, I of-
fer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. ASHBROOK:
Page 8, after line 18, add the following new
section:

“Sec. 103. None of the funds made avall-
able pursuant to the provislons of this Act
shall be used to formulate or carry out any
rule, policy, procedure, guideline, regulation,
standard, or measure which would cause the
loss of tax-exempt status to private, reli-
glous, or church-operated schools under sec-
tion 501(c) (3) of the Internal Revenue Code
of 1054 unless In effect prior to August 22,
1978."

Mr. ASHBROOEK. Mr. Chairman, a
plan to create a quota or minority af-
firmative action system for the Nation's
private education is a matter that de-
serves only the highest deliberations
within the Congress.

For the administrative branch to
create such a policy without direction
from Congress is a violation of the doc-
trine of the separation of powers.

The committees with oversight re-

with Mr. Richmond
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sponsibilities over such a plan had not
been consulted when the IRS moved last
August 22 to reinterpret the Internal
Revenue Code, section 501(c) (3), chari-
table tax-exempt section. In fact, the
IRS proposals were made immediately
prior to Congress adjournment last year.
There were no opportunities for hear-
ings, or for deliberation on alternative
methods by the Congress. A matter of
such import deserves careful considera-
tion by the legislative branch.

The Naticn's churches and their
schools should be free to function with-
out regard to local neighborhood minor-
ity mixes or arbitrary “affirmative ac-
tion” quota plans. Such Federal over-
reaching is a violation of the constitu-
tional separation of church and State.
Churches and their schools should be
free to function without Federal harass-
ment. Citizens should be able to exercise
their religious freedom without meddling
by the Federal bureaucracy. This plan
would dictate internal policies of a broad
range of private educational institutions,
church schools being only one varlety.
Schools for the blind, hearing impaired,
and crippled would also be forced to
comply. The IRS has no authority to
create public policy. There is no con-
gressional or court-ordered mandate for
the IRS to create a mechanical quota
system or any other arbitrary system
for private schools.

The Internal Revenue Service does
not properly possess the authority to
implement provisions of proposed reve-
nue procedures published in the Federal
Register on August 22, 1978, or Feb-
ruary 9, 1979, relating to tax-exempt
status of private schools. Neither the
Congress or the courts have issued a
clear mandate as to the responsibilities
of the IRS to make such determinations
as are embodied in the proposed revenue
procedures. There exists, in fact, a great
deal of legal controversy over this
Agency's authority to act in this manner.

So long as the Congress has not acted
to set forth a national policy respecting
denial of tax exemptions to private
schools, it is improper for the IRS or
any other branch of the Federal Gov-
ernment to seek denial of tax-exempt
status. Isolated court decisions and ex
parte agreements with litigants of pend-
ing legal actions against the IRS have
brought the IRS into criticism for per-
mitting itself to be used as an instru-
ment to implement certain social
policies.

Such policy determinations, when
made without the action of Congress,
become dangerous encroachments upon
congressional authority. Although the
Tax Code has often been termed to be
an instrument of social policy, it proper-
ly becomes such only upon action or
lack of action by the Congress. For the
IRS to create a mechanistic quota sys-
tem for private schools is a rejection of
previously established policies.

For the IRS to select private schools as
targets of its own substantive evaluation
and tax exemption denial, while leaving
unhampered tax-exempt organizations
which practice or promote witcheraft,
homosexuality, abortion, lesbianism, and
euthanasia leaves this Member confused
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as to the objectives of those who would
make this agency into a powerful instru-
ment to selectively implement so-
cial policy. My colleague, Congressman
RoserRT DorNAN, most eloquently attested
to this problem when we appeared before
the Senate Subcommittee on Taxation
and Debt Management May 14, 1979.

For an agency to permit itself to be
guided by pressures of pending legal ac-
tion, other Federal agencies, outside
pressure groups, or changes in an admin-
istration is to confuse its own role as tax
collector with that of legislator, jurist, or
policymaker. There exists but a single
responsibility which is proper for the
Internal Revenue Service: To serve as
tax collector. It is the responsibility of
Congress to conduct oversight over this
agency to prevent transgressions into
legislative authority. Accordingly, I am
asking my colleagues to find that the In-
ternal Revenue Service exceeded its
proper authority in the issuance of the
above revenue procedures for tax exemp-
tions for private education, and that the
implementation of the contents of these
procedures must be prevented.

To presume that the growth in private
education is the result of segregation is
grossly unfair and an insult to our sys-
tem of justice. By an after-the-fact ap-
plication of these standards, the IRS
would disallow donations made as tax-
deductible contributions. By claiming
that private schools have violated “pub-
lic policy” in the past by not meeting a
newly created quota standard, the IRS
would deny private deductions to these
schools. This is a seriously repressive ey
post facto application of the taxins
power, and must be stopped immediately
Because a case has not been made ir
favor of these regulations, and becaust
the Congress has not had an opportu-
nity to exercise its authority, I urge the
Congress to withhold IRS action on these
regulations so that the various commit-
tees of the Congress can determine the
propriety of these actions. There is no
need to rush to judgment. The House
Ways and Means Committee is still con-
sidering these proposed regulations and
the Subcommittee on Taxation and Debt
Management is weighing the propriety of
such regulations. Let us be circumspect
today and allow the committee proc-
ess to work its will.

0 1230

Mr. STEED. I rise in opposition to the
amendment,

Mr. Chairman, the matter dealt with
here, we are informed, is under serious
consideration at this time by the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means, and they
expect to have a comprehensive report
very soon that takes care of this whole
problem. We have also been informed by
the Internal Revenue Service that they
are working with the committee on this,
and it seems to us that the lunltat_ion
here will serve no useful purpose. I think
that the problem that we are all con-
cerned about will be far better served if
we leave it up to the legislative commit-
tee where it belongs. I think that in
order to guard against doing probably
more harm than we do good by adopting
such an amendment, the wise course
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here is to turn this amendment down
and rest our case on the assumption that
our legislative committee will proceed
with what they have been working on
and bring the solution that we want to
us in proper order very shortly.

Mr. ECKHARDT. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I had not expected to
speak on this bill, but I saw the preceding
amendment as a limitation on an appro-
priations bill which raised a matter in
which it is very difficult for Members to
explain a vote against such an amend-
ment. I really seriously deplore the use
of an amendment to an appropriations
bill as a means of getting to extremely
serious questions that should not be de-
vermined ad hoc on this floor. I voted
against the last amendment. I intend to
vote against this one.

If this body does not itself exercise
some restraint in moving on what ap-
pears to be the most explainable, the eas-
iest, the most favorable vote on an im-
mediate analysis without consideration
of the effect of an amendment on an
arpropriations bill, we destroy the ability
of this House to seriously consider legis-
lation. We are under as strong a duty to
stop bad legislation as we are under a
duty to advance good legislation. We
have no way of determining whether an
amendment which has substantive effect
and which is attached to an appropria-
tions bill at the last minute is good or
bad in the 5 minutes of judgment that
was required on the last amendment or
even in the 15 minutes of judgment that
is permitted on this one. I would urge
my colleagues to use restraint with re-
spect to changing substantive law and
policy by merely voting automati-
cally on the basis of what may be the
easiest thing to exrlain or the most pop-
ular vote on a limitation on appropria-
tions bills. There is no area in which
more harm can be done more heedlessly
than in this form of legislation.

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

Mr. ECKHARDT. I yield to the gentle-
man from Idaho.

Mr. HANSEN. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

I appreciate the concern that the gen-
tleman expresses for the proper legisla-
tive process in this body, but I do say
this that sometimes this legislative proc-
ess needs a good kick in the pants because
we find injustices going on and on and
nobody will get off their legislative back-
sides to do anything to alleviate the prob-
lems of the people.

I might say that the gentleman from
Idaho (Mr. Symms), who sponsored the
previous amendment, and this gentle-
man from Idaho have lived in an area
where we have experienced severe behav-
ior on the part of the Internal Revenue
Service to the point of creating a hit list
of some 170 people.

Mr. ECKHARDT. If the gentleman will

vield back to me at this point, does the
rentleman know whether the gentleman

has come to the committee of major ju-
risdiction to ask that this provision be
considered in that committee?

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

Mr. HANSEN. I can express to the
gentleman—I cannot speak for the other
gentleman from Idaho—but this gentle-
man from Idaho has been to the com-
mittees. He has written to all sorts of
chairmen of committees and asked for
some kind of hearings and oversight
relief.

Mr. ECKHARDT. If the gentleman
will yield back to me for a moment
further, can he give me any express
case in which he has done so and on
what legislative problem? Has a bill been
introduced by the gentleman that has
not been considered in the Committee
on Ways and Means? Has the gentle-
man proposed a bill to that committee?

Mr. HANSEN. I can express to the gen-
tleman I have asked for hearings.

Mr. ECKHARDT. Hearings on what,
if the gentleman will answer me?

Mr. HANSEN. On injustices in the
Internal Revenue Service and the way
they pick on the people of the United
States, and I have had no positive
response.

Mr. ECKHARDT. Identify it by a bill.
Did the gentleman write it into a bill
and ask the committee t» consider it?

Mr. HANSEN. This has been addressed
to specific legislation.

Mr. ECKHARDT. Has the gentleman
himself introduced a bill to correct this
question?

Mr. HANSEN. Yes, I have introduced
and suprorted legislation to correct it.

Mr. ECKHARDT. Will the gentleman
identify the legislation for the gentle-
man?

Mr. HANSEN. I can furnish that. I do
no* haprpen to have it at hand, but I
can certainly furnish it to the gentle-
man.

Mr. ECKHARDT. I should very much
like to have it. Has the committee re-
fused to hear the gentleman’s bill?

Mr. HANSEN. The committee has been
obviously silent in most cases, or one
gets a polite letter that says, “We will
take it under consideration.”

Mr. ECKHARDT. I am not talking
about in most cases; I am talking about
with respect to the gentleman’s bill.

Mr. HANSEN. I will just tell the gen-
tleman I have more than one bill and
more than one request, and I have to
sort them out and will be pleased to
give the gentleman information on what
happened at any specific time.

Mr. ECKHARDT. But the gentleman
cannot remember one single instance
here or identify the subject matter with
respect to the bill?

Mr. HANSEN. Certainly I can tell the
gentleman——

The CHATRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman has expired.

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the
amendment to prohibit use of funds in
this bill for carrying out the proposed
IRS revenue procedures with respect to
private, tax-exempt schools which would
put the burden on individual private

schools to prove they are nondiscrimina-
tory in impractical, costly, and perhaps
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impossible ways, or to lose their tax
exemption.

In 1975, the IRS declared that private
schools seeking to maintain their tax
exempt status must have a policy of non-
diserimination which would be evidenced
by the school announcing such a policy
through its bylaws, mentioning it in
their brochures and public relations ma-
terials, and making a public announce-
ment of such policy at least once a year.

Thus, Mr. Chairman, the school had
to go on public record. But it was still
allowed to maintain high academic
standards, a prime attraction of private
schools and the reason why many par-
ents choose private schools for their
children. That policy did not attempt
to set de facto quotas. While I oppose
on principle efforts by the IRS, a tax-
gathering organization, to make public
policy, I cannot argue with the actual
effect of the 1975 declaration.

The new proposal, however, is not ac-
ceptable. The Internal Revenue Service
has gone too far in making national pol-
icy which is far from beneficial to the
public. Americans have a right to choose,
and certainly they have a right to choose
to send their children to private schools.
It is not the role of Government nor the
role of the IRS to dictate conditions that
could well affect educational standards
of private schools and, indeed, even
their ability to remain economically
viable.

I do not quarrel with the idea that
our schools should be nondiscriminatory.
I do quarrel with complicated, probably
unworkable, inflexible standards pro-

mulgated by unelected bureaucrats. I do
quarrel, Mr. Chairman, with assuming

all private schools are “guilty until
proven innocent.”

Mr. Chairman, it is time for this House
and the full Congress to assert our rights
and responsibilities by keeping a wary
eye on the actions of the executive
branch. This amendment is a good step
in that direction, and I urge its adoption.
It does not attempt to go back and undo
the case-by-case attacks that have taken
place to eliminate discrimination, but it
does prevent a tax-collecting body from
making policy and imposing their will on
every private school in the United States.

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

Mr. CAMPBELL. I yield to the gentle-
man from Idaho.

Mr. HANSEN. I thank the gentleman
for yielding. I would just like to say
something that I was not able to com-
plete in the earlier colloquy,-and that is
the fact that in my own State and in
the western region of th? United States
we have had severe examples where the
Internal Revenue Service has acted cal-
lously and shockingly on religious mat-
ters and other arbitrary factors in deter-
minations on how they would make
collections and contacts with people.
Certainly I think the IRS is a dangerous
sole arbiter for our first amendment
rights, and that is what we are talking
about protecting in support of legisla-
tion such as this.

I might say, as I began to state earlier
that there are 170 people put on a hit
list in a small community in my State
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because the Internal Revenue Service
was too lazy to determine which of these
people should be called in for an audit
or for a discussion, or whatever, just
because they may not have filed a tax
return because they were sick in bed
with no income or away on a church
mission or something else. The IRS had
a plan all worked out to come out with
guns to go door to door. And this plan
was aborted only when some IRS em-
ployees became afraid of the confronta-
tion that would happen.

The Internal Revenue Service has an
abominable record in this regard, and
we should not want them to arbitrarily
make these determinations without our
guidance. If we do not correct this in
the regular process in Congress, maybe
we can at least do it through this kind
of legislation.

O 1240

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman from South Carolina (Mr. Camp-
BELL) has expired.

(On request of Mr. DorNAN, and by
unanimous consent, Mr. CAMPBELL Was
allowed to proceed for 1 additional min-
ute.)

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

Mr. CAMPBELL. I will be happy to
yield to the gentleman from California.

Mr. DORNAN. Mr. Chairman, I wanted
to clarify this issue for the distinguished
gentleman from South Carolina and our
colleagues to prevent confusion over the
similarity between this amendment of
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. AsH-
BROOK) and the amendment that I will
be submitting this afternoon or Monday
at page 32, line 2 of this bill.

What the amendment of the gentle-
man from Ohio (Mr. AsaBrOOK) does,
and I will be supporting it is just to put
more solid steel boilerplate around the
IRS. They were set up to collect revenue,
not to engage in social engineering across
our country. What the amendment of the
gentleman from Ohio (Mr, ASHBROOK)
does is far more generic than mine. My
amendment speaks specifically to IRS
proposal 4830-01-M. Mine was given to
the Parliamentarians earlier this week.
They said that it is germane, that it is
negative in nature which is required on
an appropriations bill, and it is reen-
trenchment on its face. All of this also
applies to Mr. AsHBrROOK'S amendment. I
will be supporting this amendment of
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. Ass-
BROOK) as he will be supporting my
amendment.

Mr. CAMPRELL. Mr. Chairman, I ap-
preciate the gentleman’s comments.

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, if we begin this kind
of procedure in connection with appro-
priations bills, I think the legislative
process is well on the way to disintegra-
tion.

The question of tax-exempt status of
private schools is a very complex matter
that has a long history of judicial ac-
tion, executive decisions, and direction
as well as legislation.

The amendment is a blunt instrument
brought to this House without the con-
sideration of any of the expertise from
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the committee having jurisdiction or
without review or consideration of any
of the historical background or any of
the implications or other tax provisions
involved with what is being contem-
plated.

Let me say that the gentleman from
Florida (Mr, Gieeons), chairman of the
Subcommittee on Oversight of the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means, has con-
ducted a number of days of hearings this
year, has received the views of all par-
ties concerned with this action, and has
had a great deal of staff work done on
the subject. The subcommittee is now
in the process of diligently working to
come up with some sound recommenda-
tions that are responsible, that do take
into consideration the delicacy and com-
plexity of this matter that will resolve
it and it is my hope that this House will
follow orderly procedures and not get
onto the irresponsible track of consider-
ing matters with absolutely no consid-
eration for the responsible legislative
process,

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

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
to the chairman of the subcommittee,
the distinguished gentleman from Flor-
ida (Mr. GiBBONS).

Mr, GIBBONS. I thank the Chairman.

Mr. Chairman, you are absolutely cor-
rect. The problem of the tax-exempt
organizations, churches and schools, is
a very involved one. As anyone knows
whe has been deeply into this subject,
many people aim to be tax exempt when
they are really taking advantage of
other types of operations. This includes
semi- and quasi-business operations and
everything else. All kinds of imaginable
enterprises that could be carried on.

The Ashbrook amendment as I read it
here would be very deleterious as far as
collecting taxes is concerned because it
absolutely ties the hands of IRS and
says you cannot do anything unless that
regulation was in existence as of Au-
gust 22, 1978.

Unfortunately, the question of taxes
is not that refined process- The laws we
have passed occasionally have to be in-
terpreted by the IRS and what the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. AsHBROOK) has
done or will do if this amendment be-
comes law, and I trust it will not, is say
that the tax lawyers and accountants
out there may just have a field day. You
can set up anything that has not al-
ready been outlawed under these laws
that we have passed, or by regulations
and I do not know how many loopholes
will be driven into our income laws be-
cause of legislation like this.

Let me say, Mr. Chairman, as you
know we have been going into this thing
very methodically and very diligently
trying to work out the problems that
have been caused here. We have court
decisions we must worry about, we have
laws we must worry about, we have past
procedures to worry about, we have first
amendment rights under the Constitu-
tion, we have the desegregation laws to
worry about and it is a very narrow path
to tread, Nothing precipitous has been
done by the IRS. They have only to put
forth some proposed revenue procedures
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They have not put anything in final
form.

As I say, I think it would be prema-
ture and inappropriate to adopt the
Ashbrook amendment.

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Chairman, let me
further add that the IRS has not imple-
mented these regulations. They have
held them in abeyance. The language
that is already in the report will take
care of the situation until we can do the
responsible thing in the Committee on
Ways and Means.

I urge the Members to vote down this
very, very bad amendment.

The CHAIRMAN., The time of the gen-
tleman has expired.

(On request of Mr. GissoNs and by
unanimous consent Mr. ULLMAN was
allowed to proceed for 2 additional
minutes.)

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
to the gentleman from Ohio.

Mr. ASHBROOK., I appreciate my col-
league’s statement. I would like to clarify
two points.

My friend and colleague, the gentle-
man from Florida (Mr. Giesons) at one
point indicated that even if my amend-
ment were not mischievous it would
probably prevent the collection of taxes.
Later in his statement he indicates the
IRS has really done nothing, nothing
has been placed so there can really be
no taxes raised if there is nothing in
place.

My amendment very clearly indicates
on its face that all the regulations in
existence as of August 22, 1978, would
not be touched.

My colleague surely knows that exist-
ing revenue procedure 7550 would be in
effect, they can continue to review, they
still impose detailed recordkeeping re-
quirements on the schools.

Mr. GIBBONS. I am sorry, the gentle-
man from Ohio (Mr. ASHBROOK) misses
my point.

Mr. ASHBROOK. I would be glad to
get it.

Mr. GIBBONS. What the gentleman
has done in his amendment is open
a field day for those who watch this In-
ternal Revenue Code like hawks. Every-
time there is any potential loophole
there, there is nothing to stop them from
setting up something that is described as
a religious institution or a school or
something and conduct a private busi-
ness out of it and pocket untold amounts
of tax-free money.

I think the gentleman just goes too
far. It will require a little trust here while
we are trying to work this out. I am very
sensitive to the question you raise and
that the gentleman from California (Mr.
DornNaAN) raises and that other Members
have raised here but it is not something
we should try to attack in an appropria-
tions bill.

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

Mr. ULLMAN. I yield to the gentleman
from Missouri.

Mr. GEPHARDT. I would just like to
say that as a former member of the
Subeommittee on Oversight of the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means and one who
has followed this issue very closely, I
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feel very strongly that the place to han-
dle this matter and other such matters
is in the Subcommittee on Oversight of
the Committee on Ways and Means and
committees like it on the Senate side.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

(On request of Mr. GepuHARDT and by
unanimcus consent Mr. ULLMAN was
allowed to proceed for 2 additional
minutes.)

Mr. ULLMAN. I yield to the gentle-
man from Missouri.

Mr. GEPHARDT. I think the chairman
of the subcommittee has made a very
valuable point and that is that by using
this remedy, by cutting off the funds
for the IRS to carry out these kinds of
activities we really throw out the baby
with the bath water. This is a very dan-
gerous way to go about it. It does not
make good logical sense. The Subcom-
mittee on Oversight of the Committee
on Ways and Means is attacking this
problem and is working hard to try to
solve it and I think they can solve it.
I think the actions they have already
gotten the IRS to take indicate it is
going to be solved correctly. I commend
the gentleman and I hope that Members
will consider this as they vote on this
amendment and will vote the amendment

down.
J 1250

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman.

Mr. BAUMAN. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of words.
I rise in support of the amendment.

I would just like to say that we have
been given some rather broad assurances
by the members of the Committee on
Ways and Means who are involved in
these hearings. But these IRS regula-
tions to which many of us object, and
which are objected to by the leaders of
many religious denominations, includ-
ing parochial school systems, Catholic,
Protestant, and many other religious
groups which have schools have been
proposed since August of last year.

It is my impression that it was with
the greatest reluctance that the hear-
ings were even scheduled. I know as one
of the cosponsors, and there are more
than 120 Members of this House who
have cosponsored 20 bills to nullify these
IRS regulations.

As I understand it, these regulations
may take effect next January, so I think
that there is every reason to pass the
Ashbrook amendment. I strongly sup-
port it as a means to stop a serious
threat to the private and religious
schools of the Nation. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Ohio.

Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr. Chairman, I
thank my colleague for yielding.

We know precisely what we are doing
here. I think my amendment, ample
copies of which are on the desk, is very
clear. I think the point that was over-
looked by my friend and colleague, the
gentleman from Florida, is that not long
ago the IRS and the Justice Department
had themselves appeared in courts and
filed briefs against the very position that
IRS is taking, should they make the
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basic changes contemplated last August
while we sit idly by.

All right, they changed the ground
rules last August. Almost a year has
gone by. I know the heavy work sched-
ule that they have on the Committee on
Ways and Means, but as my colleague
has pointed out, as many as 120 Members
have introduced legislation requesting
action but none is forthcoming. The IRS
has gone forward and is promulgating
regulations, regulations which should
not go unchallenged.

The thing to reemphasize is that my
amendment would not in any way in-
terrupt their continued case-by-case
process which they were using up until
August 22 and from which point they
are going to change.

Let them do that. That worked for
years; but why give them a year running
time, in effect, which is what we have,
to promulgate regulations and unless
something comes in specifically they will
go into effect on January 1, 1980.

Now, there is no harm that will come
from my amendment, which will be a
stopgap. I wish we had a legislative
remedy. We have not had it in a year.
We have to judge whether or not we will,
but does every Member of this body
want to take the chance? Do they want
to take the chance in the remaining few
months of this session that we will not
act? At least by my amendment we are
holding the floodgate until the Commit-
tee on Ways and Means properly acts.

My amendment in no way will pre-
clude them from making additions or
revisions in the permanent law and for
at least 1 year we will have kept the
IRS from going forward with their
August 27, 1978, regulations. That is
what I am trying to do, not to say they
cannot issue regulations of any kind. As
I pointed out, under their current reg-
ulation 7450, they can review schools.
They can bring schools in effect before
the mast, even though they have given
them prior tax-exempt status. I am not
trying to take that away.

We are just saying do nct go forward
with these broad regulations or proce-
dures, whatever you want to call them,
until the Congress or a court affirma-
tively acts on that subject. That is all we
are trying to do.

Mr. BAUMAN. Mr. Chairman, as I
understand the gentleman's position, the
gentleman is actually doing a favor to
the gentleman from Florida and others
in the sense that he is giving the com-
mittee more time for the deliberate type
of action which has been described fo
us, and failing that, these regulations
could take effect the beginning of next
year and we would have no recourse, ex-
cept to repeal the existing regulations.

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentle-
man from South Carolina.

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for bringing to the
attention of this body the method that
the IRS used to try to put into place
these regulations. They tried to bypass
the hearing process. It was only upon the
insistence of Members of Congress that
hearings were held and this matter was
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brought into an open light from behind
closed doors. That is an unfortunate way
to legislate also.

We have heard criticism of the efforts
here to legislate on the floor. That is the
bureaucracy legislating.

The other thing that bothers me,
statements have been made that this
would open the door to all types of cor-
porations being set up to get around the
law, to get around paying taxes. This
amendment deals specifically with
schools.

Mr. BAUMAN. Only schools.

Mr. CAMPBELL. Only schools, and I
do not think that smokescreen should
be allowed to stand, because this is a
different situation completely.

The other thing is, and it really bothers
me, when the IRS goes into this we are
talking about a burden of proof situa-
tion. We are talking about changing
things completely and, obviously, it
should be done legislatively when we
deal with this sort of situation; but it
has been pointed out that we have been
almost 1 year with nothing done. Are
we going home and come back next year
and say, “Well, gosh, it’s all too late
now.” Or are we going to act? I think
that is the question.

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I shall try not to use
the 5 minutes. I just want to cor-
rect some factual errors. One, as soon
as we became aware of these regula-
tions, we began our oversight activities
into them, long before I got the even first
letter from any Member of Congress. We
immediately took them under consider-
ation and the only problem we ever
had was whether the full Committee on
Ways and Means would have a hearing
on them, on whether they would be
taken up by one of the subcommittees.

It became obvious right after the first
of the year that the agenda of the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means would be too
full to handle this very complex matter
and that the IRS was beginning to back
off from some of their regulations any-
way.

So the oversight committee went
ahead with the hearings. We had exten-
sive hearings. We heard everybody that
wanted to be heard. We listened to them
and paid attention to them.

I have made suggestions to the IRS
as to how those regulations ought to be
changed. One reason they had not been
promulgated was because I asked the
IRS not to promulgate them so that
we could go into them thoroughly. They
have cooperated with the committee
and with the Congress, I believe, in an
honest, straightforward manner; but
the IRS is under the gun from court
decisions on the other side interpreting
the 14th amendment to the U.S. Con-
stitution and they have a problem of
being held in contempt of court or be-
ing overruled by the court, and that is
where we are.

I feel very strongly about this matter,
just as many Members do, that the IRS
perhaps went too far in their original
regulations.
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As I say, they have backed off on
them. They are holding them and we
are working with them now to try to
straighten them out, but I am not the
President of the United States. I can-
not control everything that goes on here;
but give us a chance to make a good
faith effort to do it.

The Ashbrook amendment goes too
far. Anybody could set up anything un-
der the law and call it a school or a
church and there are no definitions un-
der the law as to what is a church. You
could just go on and on and carry on
all kinds of businesses as a school or
church,

We have problems all the time. The
mind of man is fertile and the mind of
man who is equipped with a law degree
or an accounting degree is even more
fertile than when it comes to ways of
not paying the taxes that all the rest of
us pay; so I ask you to please be patient,
please give us time and please let us
work ahead on this in the way that we
are doing.

Mr, ULLMAN. Mr. Chairman, wil]l the
gentleman yield?

Mr. GIBBONS. Yes, I would be glad to
yield to the gentleman from Oregon.

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Chairman, the
gentleman is absolutely correct. What is
attempted to be done here—this prin-
ciple itself—erodes away the very basis
for the Internal Revenue Code. I strongly
recommend to the Members that they
vote down this amendment and allow
the committee to proceed in an orderly
way.

We are just very, very conscious, as
the gentleman suggests, of the problems
that the IRS creates; but we are ap-
proaching them in an orderly, respon-
sible way.

I want to tell the Members that it is
the intention of the Committee on Ways
and Means to face up to this matter at
the earliest possible moment, as soon as
we are able to find the kind of solution
that is responsible and bring it to the
House for consideration.

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
to the gentleman from New York.

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

I would bring to the attention of the
House that this subcommittee went into
this question fully. We discussed it in
markup. We discussed it during our
hearings. No one asked to testify before
our committee. We feel that this is an
appropriation bill. What we are dis-
cussing is legislation and we did not
wish to legislate on an appropriation
bill. Although it comes forward as a lim-
itation, it is still legislation; but in our
report on page 15, we directed the IRS
and told them that they were improperly
going info certain regulations and they
should wait for legislative direction, and
they are waiting until they do get legis-
lative direction; so this committee has
thoroughly gone into this question. We
have in our report pointed it up and ac-
cording to this direction, IRS is waiting
for legislative direction.

O 1300

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, the
gentleman is correct. I think the Com-
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mittee on Appropriations has taken a
very responsible course, and I think we
ought to support the Committee on Ap-
propriations, vote down the Ashbrook
amendment, and then vote down the
Dornan amendment.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the requisite num-
ber of words, and I rise in support of
the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, this amendment is es-
sential if Congress is to act on the various
sticky issues that have been raised by the
IRS as promulgating the regulations of
August 22, 1978. Basically, what those
regulations do is to change the burden
of proof from the IRS having to prove
that a private school was in fact dis-
criminating to the school having to prove
that in fact it was not discriminating.

The gentleman from Florida (Mr, Gis-
BONS) said or implied at least that the
14th amendment is requiring the IRS to
change these regulations. I find nothing
in the 14th amendment relating to the
burden of proof whatsoever.

What the IRS is attempting to do with
these regulations is to tell every private
school in the country that they are guilty
until proven innocent, which seems to
me to be a great turnaround of our sys-
tem of jurisprudence that has evolved
over the years.

Furthermore, the IRS regulations that
are under attack on the floor here today
only apply to schools, and most of the
schools to which they apply are nonprofit
schools.

So if the IRS is successful in passing
these regulations, what is to be gained
in terms of additional revenue for the
U.S. Treasury? Probably very, very lit-
tle, since nonprofit schools will not pay
any tax whatsoever and since the corpo-
rate income tax is based on the amount
of profit.

S0 in sum and substance, Mr. Chair-
man, the regulations are purely and sim-
ply a form of harassment against the
private schools of this country. The regu-
lations that were in effect prior to August
of last year or the proposals of last year
wers very adequate in revoking the tax-
exempt status of those schools that did
discriminate. No one complained that
they were inadequate until somebody
down at the IRS came up with the pro-
posed regulations.

Mr. Chairman, it is my feeling that we
oaght to give the Committee on Ways
and Means an additional year of breath-
ing time to resolve this problem on a per-
manent basis through legislative action,
and that the Ashbrook amendment
should be adopted.

Mr. McDONALD. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield,

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. I yield to the
gentleman from Georgia.

Mr. McDONALD. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman from Wisconsin
(Mr. SENSENBRENNER) for yielding.

I just want to commend the gentleman
for his statement, and I certainly agree
with him. I strongly support the Ash-
brook amendment. I appreciate the gen-
tleman’s offering the amendment, and I
plan to support it.
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Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. I yield to the
gentleman from Iowa.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise
as well to commend the gentleman from
Wisconsin (Mr. SENSENBRENNER) for his
statement. I associate my remarks with
him, and I rise in support of the
amendment.

Mr. Chairman, this amendment pro-
posed by Mr. AsHBROOK addresses an
urgent problem facing private schools—
the Internal Revenue Service's interfer-
ence with their tax status and revenue
sources. It appears that the IRS is estab-
lishing social policy in their regulations,
an act clearly outside their statutory
authority.

This is not to suggest that the goals of
the IRS are entirely wrong. Nobody
argues that racial discrimination should
receive preferred tax status in the United
States. However, the IRS should not be
making these decisions on the agency's
own discretion. Congress should make
these decisions.

The function of the IRS is to collect
revenue for the United States, not to de-
termine what percentage of a private
school’s enrollment indicates a racially
discriminating school. Nor should the
IRS be judging whether an individual’s
contribution to a religious school which
does not charge tuition constitutes a
charitable contribution only if it exceeds
the IRS-determined fair market value of
that tuition. Some sort of legislative di-
rection is needed to prevent the IRS from
engaging in social policy issues.

The historical adage that the power to
tax is the power to destroy, applies here.
Many private schools are financially im-
periled by the IRS'’s new actions. The IRS
needs legislative direction on the proper
scope of its duties and the will of the
Congress. Mr. AsHBROOK's amendment
provides us with this opportunity, I urge
my colleagues’ support of this measure.

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

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. I yield to the
gentleman from Maryland.

Mr. BAUMAN. Mr. Chairman, I would
just like to compliment the gentleman
from Wisconsin (Mr. SENSENBRENNER) On
his correct statement of the legal situa-
tion. Yet twice the gentleman from Flor-
ida (Mr, Gresons) has raised this buga-
boo of the possible creation of many new
corporations that could qualify for tax-
exempt status without restrictions if this
amendment is passed. That is just simply
not correct.

A reading of the amendment makes it
very clear that it is the loss of tax-exempt
status which applies to existing entities
that now have such a tax-exempt status.
None of these new corporations the gen-
tleman is talking about could escape IRS
examinations under existing rules.

This amendment simply grants a 1-
yvear grace period, during which we will
take the gentleman from Florida at his
word and wait for his committee to act.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair-
man, the gentleman is correct. Any new
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entity that is created would have to ap-
ply for tax-exempt status and be granted
that status by the Internal Revenue Serv-
ice before they get it.

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. I yield to the
gentleman from Arkansas.

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr, Chair-
man, I compliment the gentleman from
Wisconsin (Mr. SENSENBRENNER) on his
statement, and I compliment the gentle-
man from Ohio (Mr. AsmBroox) for
offering this amendment.

Mr. Chairman, as one of over 100
Members who have sponsored legislation
to deny the Internal Revenue Service
any authority to promulgate their regu-
lations to eliminate tax exemption for
private and religious schools that were
not complying with Federal racial stand-
ards, I rise in support of the Ashbrook
amendment. In effect, this amendment
would stop the funds to carry out any
policy, procedure, guidelines, regulation,
standard, or measure which would cause
the loss of tax-exempt status to private,
religious, or church-operated schools un-
der the Internal Revenue Code of 1854,
unless in effect prior to August 22, 1978.

In my judgment, the Internal Revenue
Service has seen fit to exercise this vio-
lation without the benefit of public or
congressional approval by claiming it to
be a matter of defining existing internal
guidelines. It makes utterly no sense to
create this hardship for private schools.
The IRS should do what Congress has
mandated and stay out of the legislative
processes.

It should be stressed that only Con-

gress has the right to legislate a new tax
status for traditionally exempt chari-

table institutions. The responsibility
of the IRS is purely to enforce the tax
laws, clarify the laws, but not to expand
on them. The power of the IRS is being
overblown by the new assumption that
whatever private activity the IRS does
not tax, in fact it refrains from taxing.
Tax exemption is being equated with
Federal aid. The outgrowth would be to
allow the IRS to regulate virtually any
activity in society it chooses. All religious
activity along with private education
could be seriously affected by the pro-
posed procedures.

If the IRS is not stopped, their action
would put thousands of Christian schools
in the position of having to prove that
they were not guilty of violating the new
definitions set forth by the agency and
would add an impossible financial bur-
den onto the schools. This ruling would
force many schools to close simply be-
cause they could not afford the cost of
defending themselves or conforming to
costly and overbearing guidelines. Chris-
tian schools are usually small institu-
tions, supported exclusively by parents of
enrolled students and by a local church
congregation. These schools are not run
as major corporations, with CPA’s and
general counsels available to interpret,
appeal or comply to the latest bureau-
cratic rulings.

To retain tax-exempt status under the
proposed procedures, private schools
would be required to undertake pro-
grams for minority preference in admis-
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sions and hiring. The IRS would auto-
matically place thousands of Christian
schools in the position of having to prove
that they were not guilty of violating
the new definition set forth by the
agency, which appears contrary to our
rule of law, “innocent until proven
guilty.”

Uniformity, equality and fairness in
their application of these regulations
would be impossible. No school is to know
whether or not they are in fact dis-
criminating until the IRS renders judg-
ment on their school. These procedures
also give the IRS the option of select-
ing which churches are to be allowed to
educate their youth as a part of their
religious mission.

Furthermore, this plan violates the
constitutional separation of church and
state, and disregards recent Supreme
Court rulings which prohibit the use of
federally imposed quotas in the schools.
Certainly to impose student and faculty
quotas on private schools is wrong, and
infiltrates a constitutionally protected
realm. By setting severe compliance
standards, and volumes of paperwork,
the Federal Government would close
more than half of all private schools.

This is not an issue of race. In 1970,
the IRS announced that racially dis-
criminatory schools, who did not main-
tain an open-door policy must forfeit
their tax-exempt status and as a result
of this action by the IRS over 100 schools
lost their tax-exempt status. That action
was sufficient and there is no need for
regulations of this magnitude and ex-
pense.

The long-range consequence of this
IRS action is indeed frightening, and
strikes at the very heart of the first
amendment and the future of religious
freedom and jeopardizes the future of
private education in America. The In-
ternal Revenue Service has undertaken
to deal a death blow to private, ele-
mentary and secondary education and
must be stopped.

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

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

Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr. Chairman, let
us reiterate again the last point the
gentleman made. What was in place on
August 22, 1978, all of the obstacle
courses, all of the application forms IRS
had in effect would still be in effect. All
we are doing is to stop the overreach of
power since that time. Three basic points
should also be remembered by all of us
before we vote on this amendment.

No. 1, IRS has acted.

No. 2, the Congress has not acted. No
matter what my colleague says that he
has done in his oversight committee, no
matter what they said in private con-
versations or working arrangements with
the IRS, the Congress has not acted.

No. 3, all of us have followed the IRS
closely since August, and we have seen
them acting as a race car going down the
track looking for that hole or opening to
get through. They are trying to change
the basic procedures. They tried to do it
in August of last year when we were not
even in session. They will look for any
hole to get through.
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Mr. Chairman, I would recommend the
Members vote for my amendment or on
January 1, 1980, we will probably be con-
fronted with IRS regulations in place
with no congressional action.

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

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. I yield to the
gentleman from Idaho.

Mr. SYMMS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of the amendment.

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

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. I yield to the
gentleman from Alabama.

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of this amendment, to prevent
the Internal Revenue Service from im-
plementing its proposed revenue proce-
dure against private church-related
schools during fiscal year 1980. I also
wish to point out one fact that I think
has not been stressed.

We have heard the House should hold
off action because the Committee on
Ways and Means has the matter under
advisement and is working on it. How-
ever, there is nothing in this amendment
that would prevent the Committee on
Ways and Means from going on with its
deliberations and turning out a bill on
this subject. This is simply a stopgap
measure to head off what I think would
be the irreparable harm that the IRS
wants to perform on the American public.

In order to effectively enforce the tax
laws of this Nation and maintain public
confidence in its operations, IRS must
administer and enforce the tax laws in
a fair and impartial manner. Tragically,
their proposed revenue procedure, which
this amendment would block, is so thor-
oughly flawed and defective that its main
accomplishment is to undermine public
confidence in the Internal Revenue Serv-
ice, the Department of the Treasury and
the entire administration.

At the present time, IRS has more than
adequate authority to strip away the tax-
exempt status of private schools that
practice racial discrimination and I know
this authority has been used effectively
in a number of cases. The intelligent and
sensible thing to do would be to leave it
at that.

Unfortunately, we seem to be in the
era of the “social engineer.” Some people
have a commitment to a cause which
they consider to be so high and noble
that little concern is shown for anything
else, including the Constitution of this
Nation. Proponents of the IRS guide-
lines seem uninterested in their consti-
tutional perils or lack of legislative
mandate from the Congress, but I do not
believe guestions relating to freedom of
religion or due process of law should be
passed over so lightly. I am also greatly
alarmed by the implications of some
statements by IRS to the effect that the
churches might also lose their tax-
exempt status when the exemption for
the schools they sponsor is revoked.

The inherent evil in the radical pro-
posal by IRS is that it shifts the pre-
sumption of innocence away from the
alleged violator and creates a burden for
the school in gquestion to prove they are
not violating the guidelines. This “guilty
until proven innocent” concept is totally
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alien to our system of justice and ought
to be stopped right here and now.

Proponents of the IRS guidelines seem
to feel that the granting of the tax ex-
emption to certain organizations under
the Internal Revenue Code is a form of
aid or benefit bestowed by the Federal
Government. In my view, this concept is
way off the track. I think a much better
case can be made for saying that Con-
gress intended the exemption to keep
the Government from getting entangled
in the affairs of religious and other or-
ganizations covered by the IRS Code.

In addition to its basic constitutional
and legal deficiencies, the IRS revenue
procedure is so badly drafted that it is
murky and ambiguous. The guidelines
are so vague and imprecise that they
readily lend themselves to being applied
in an arbitrary and capricious manner.
No doubt a great many lawyers would
have to be hired by both IRS and the
reviewable schools before the mess
created could be straightened out.

So, Mr. Chairman, let us agree to the
amendment and then let the Committee
on Ways and Means come up with the
legislation it wants. Certainly this
amendment would not preclude that, in
fact, a favorable vote here today could
provide the committee with the im-
petus for taking prompt and affirmative
action to report out a bill permanently
preventing the IRS from trying to imple-
ment its proposed rules. I urge the House
to adopt the amendment.
® Mr. DUNCAN of Oregon. Mr., Chair-
man, I rise in support of Ashbrook’s
amendment to the appropriation bill of
the Treasury Department, and I urge
that my colleagues of the House also sup-
port it.

My reasons for supporting this amend-
ment are many and varied. The a-tion
of the IRS in considering issuance of a
revenue procedure of the nature of the
one at issue, is, in my opinion, a very
serious infringement by the executive
branch of our Government on the con-
stitutional provision making the Con-
gress the sole legislating body of this
Government. This must not be allowed
to happen if we are to maintain our sys-
tem of “checks and balances” as provided
for in our Constitution.

Additionally, the reasons put forth by
the IRS as justification for its action by
the IRS, as shown, in hearings before
the Oversight Subcommittee of the Ways
and Means Committee were shallow and
unsupportive to their actions.

The revenue pro-edure, when ex-
amined closely, brings up many very
serious constitutional and procedural
questions for which no readily available
answers are known at this time. It is cer-
tainly neither tke duty nor province of
the TRS to make the judgments neces-
sary to resolve them.

Mr. Chairman, the serious questions of
integration of our schools; of allowing
tax policies, via exemptions, and so forth,
be used to affect the ~onduct of national
affairs, private education, separation of
church and state, and the many other
serious problems involved in this matter,
should not be left to or allowed to be the
province of the IRS.

Mr. Chairman, while some might ques-
tion the use of an amendment to an ap-
propriation bill to prevent an executive
department from performing some ob-
jectionable act, I would point out to my
fellow Members the duty of the Congress
is to provide a “check and balance” on
the other branches of our Government.
The most reliable and effective way
known is “through the pocketbook.”

Therefore, Mr. Chairman, I again urge

all the Members of this distinguished
House to support the Dornan amend-
ment.@
@ Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Chairman,
I rise in support of the amendment of-
fered by my distinguished colleague from
Ohlo.

A number of my colleagues and I have
fought attempts by the Internal Reve-
nue Service during the past year to regu-
late educational policies of private tax-
exempt schools. I have voiced my opposi-
tion at every juncture in regard to IRS
attempts to place the various institutions
in a “guilty until proven innocent” posi-
tion.

The IRS was not designed to set social
policy, decide quotas for educational in-
stitutions, or expand its designated func-
tion. Instead, the IRS was designed to
collect revenue and enforce tax laws
within the guidelines set forth by the
Congress.

Mr. Chairman, 1 strongly urge my col-
leagues to abide by the recommendations
of the Appropriations Committee report.
In essence, the committee report requests
that the revenue procedures proposed by
the IRS should not be promulgated un-
til Congress has had an opportunity to
evaluate pending legislation on this
maftter.

The amendment offered by Mr. AsH-
BrROOK would prohibit the IRS from ex-
pending funds for implementation of
such regulations. This amendment is ger-
mane and timely during a time when
many Government agencies are attempt-
ing to expand their powers beyond the
original intent of the Congress.

I urge you to support the amendment
offered by Mr. ASHBROOK.®

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Ohio (Mr. ASHBROOX),

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

Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote, and pending fhat,
I make the point of order that 2 quorum
is not present.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will
count.

Does the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
AsHBROOK) withdraw his point of order
of no quorum?

Mr. ASHBROOK. Yes, Mr. Chairman,
I withdraw my point of order, and I re-
new my demand for a recorded vote.

RECORDED VOTE

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi-
ness is the demand of the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. AsuBrook) for a re-
corded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 297, noes 63,
not voting 74, as follows:
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Abdnor
Addabbo
Akaka
Ambro
Anderson,
Calif.
Andrews, N.C.
Andrews,
N. Dak.
Annunzio
Anthony
Applegate
Archer
Ashbrook
Aspin
Atkinson
AuCoin
Badham
Bafalls
Balley
Baldus
Bauman
Beard, R.I.
Bedell
Benjamin
Bennett
Bereuter
Bethune
Bevill
Biaggl
Blanchard
Boggs
Boner
Bouquard
Bowen
Breaux
Brinkley
Broomfield
Buchanan
Burgener
Butler
Byron
Campbell
Carney
Carr
Carter
Chappell
Cheney
Clausen
Clinger
Coelho
Coleman
Collins, Tex.
Conable
Conte
Corcoran
Coughlin
Courter
Crane, Danlel
D'Amours
Daniel, Dan
Daniel. R. W.
Dannemeyer
Daschle
Davis, Mich.
Davls, 8.C.
Derrick
Derwinskl
Devine
Dickinson
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[Roll No. 333]

AYES—287

Gllman
Gingrich
Ginn
Glickman
Goldwater
Goodling

Hopkins
Horton
Howard
Hubbard
Huckaby
Hughes
Hutto

Hyde
Ichord
Jacobs
Jeffries
Jenkins
Jenrette
Johnson, Calif.
Johnson, Colo.
Jones, N.C.
Jones, Tenn.
Kazen
Kelly

Eemp
Kildee
EKindness
Kogovsek
Kramer
Lagomarsino
Latta
Leach, Iowa
Leach, La.
Leath, Tex.
Lederer

Lee

Levitas
Lewls

Liloyd
Loeffler
Long, La.
Long, Md.
Lott

Lowry
Lujan
Lungren
McClory
McCloskey
MoCormack
MecDade
McDonald

. McEay

Duncan, Tenn.
Edgar
Edwards, Ala.
Edwards, Okla.
English
Erdahl
Erlenborn
Ertel

Evans, Del.
Evans, Ga.
Evans, Ind.
Fary

Fazio

Ferraro

#ish

Fithian
Florio

Foley

Ford, Mich.
Fountaln
Fowler
Frenzel

Frost

Gaydos

McKinney
Meadigan
Marks
Marlenee
Marriott
Martin
Mathis
Matsul
Mattox
Mavroules
Mica
Michel
Mikulakl
Miller, Ohio
Mineta
Minish
Mitchell, N.Y.
Mcakley
Mollohan
Moore

Murphy, 11.

Sensenbrenner
Sharp
Shuster
Smith, Iowa
Smith, Nebr.
Snowe
Snyder
Solomon
Spence

St Germain
Staggers
Stangeland
Stanton
Stenholm
Stewart
Stockman
Stratton
Stump
Swift
Symms
Tauke
Taylor
Thomas
Traxler
Trible
Vander Jagt
Vanik
Vento
Volkmer
Walgren
Walker
Wampler
Watkins
Waxman
Weaver

Williams, Mont.
Williams, Ohlo
Wilson, Bob
Wilson, Tex.
Wirth

Wolft

Wright

Wydler

Wylle

Yatron

Young, Alaska
Young, Fla.
Young, Mo.
Zablockl
Zeferettl
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NOES—63

Ford, Tenn.
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gonzalez
Gray

Hall, Ohio

Pickle

Rangel
Ratchford
Reuss
Sabo
Scheuer
Schroeder
Seiberling
Shannon
Simon
Solarz
Stark

Barnes
Beilenson
Bingham
Bonior
Brademas
Brodhead
Brown, Calif. Eawkins
Burlison Holtzman
Burton, Phillip Jeffords
Cavanaugh Jones, Okla.
Chisholm LeFalce
Collins, I1l. Lehman
Corman Leland
Danielson Lundine
Dsallums McHugh
Diggs Markey
Downey Miller, Callf.
Drinan Moffett
Eckhardt Ottinger
Fascell Patten Wolpe
Fisher Pepper Yates

NOT VOTING—74

Findley Nolan
Flippo Obey
Flood Pritchard
Forsythe Quayle
Fuqua Quillen
Garcia Railsback
Giaimo Richmond
Hansen Ritter
Heckler Rodino
Hightower Rose
Hinson Rosenthal
Holland Rousselot
Ireland
Kastenmeler
Eostmayer
Lent
Livingston
Luken
McEwen
Mazuire
Mazzoll

Steed
Studds
Synar
Thompson
Ullman
Van Deerlin
Welss

Albosta
Alevander
Anderson, 1L
Ashley
Barnard
Beard, Tenn.
Boland
Bolling
Bonker
Brooks
Brown, Ohio
Broyhill
Burton, John
Clay
Cleveland
Conyers
Cotter

Crane, Philip
de la Garza
Deckard
Dixon

Early Mikva
Edwards, Callf. Mitchell, Md.
Emery Montgomery
Fenwick Myers, Pa.

0 1320
The Clerk announced

Shelby
Shumway

the following

pairs:
On this vote:
Mr. Black for, with Mr. Richmond against.
Mr. Myers of Pennsylvania for, with Mr.
Garcla against.
Mr. Boland for, with Mr. Ashley against.

Mr. Montgomery for,
against.

Mr. Emery for, with Mr. Mitchell of Mary-
land against.

Mr. Hansen for, with Mr. Stokes against.

Mr. Ritter for, with Mr. Clay against.

Mr. Shumway for, with Mr. Conyers
against.

Mr. Beard of Tennessee for, with Mr. Dixon
against.

Mr. Deckard for, with Mr. Flood against.

Mr. VENTO chenged his vote from
“no” to “aye.”

Mr. YATES and Mr. MILLER of Cali-
fornia changed their vote from “aye” to
tlno-t!

So the amendment was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SYMMS

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr, SymMs: Page 8,
after line 18, insert the following:

Sec. 104. None of the funds appropriated
by this Act may be used to pay rewards (or
other amounts) to persons for providing in-
formation leading to the detection of any
person violating the internal revenue laws,
or conniving at the same.

POINT OF ORDER
Mr. WEAVER. Mr. Chairman, I make

a point of order against the amend-
ment.

with Mr., Fuqua
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The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Oregon (Mr. WEAVER) is recognized
on his point of order.

Mr. WEAVER. Mr. Chairman, I have
felt that other amendments we have
voted on have been out of order, and
I do not make a special case on this one.
I simply say it is legislating an appro-
priation bill. It requires an agency of
the Federal Government to make a de-
termination, for instance, as to what
“conniving” is, and therefore is legisla-
tion and violates the rules of the House.

Mr. SYMMS. Mr. Chairman, may I be
heard on the point of order?

The CHAIRMAN. The genileman is
recognized to be heard on the point of
order.

Mr. SYMMS. Mr. Chairman, I would
first say to the chairman that in past
appropriations bills that this same
amendment has been ruled in order in
the previous Congresses to this.

Secondly, I believe my amendment
does not change existing law and is
merely a limitation on the use of funds
in the bill. I do not think my amend-
ment would require any additional duties
on the executive officer administering
the funds.

I think that, based on the past record,
this amendment is clearly a limitation
on spending and funds and is not leg-
islating on an appropriations bill.

e CHAIRMAN. The Chair is pre-
pared to rule.

The Chair does not consider that there
has been any official ruling made on a
similar provision in the past. Such a
provision has been in appropriations
bills, but it has not been ruled on.

In the opinion of the Chair, the
amendment requires those affected by
the limitation to make new determina-
tions as to what constitutes “conniving”
thus imposing a new duty of investiga-
tion that is not currently in the law.

Therefore, in the opinion of the Chair,
it constitutes legislation on an appro-
priations bill, and the point of order is
sustained.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SYMMS

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Symms: Page
8, alter line 18, insert the following:

SEc. 104. None of the funds appropriated
by this Act may be used to pay rewatds (or
other amounts) violating the internal reve-
nue laws.

Mr. WEAVER. Mr. Chairman, I re-
serve a point of order on the amend-
ment.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
wish to be heard on his point of order?
[J 1330
FPOINT OF ORDER

Mr. WEAVER. I will make the same
point that there must be a determina-
tion as to what is a “reward,” or what
“an amount” is.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
from Idaho desire to be heard on the
point of order?

Mr, SYMMS. Mr. Chairman, I would
make my previous argument and have
removed from the amendment the objec-
tionable statements according to the
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Chairman’s ruling, I think this clearly is
not legislating in an appropriation bill
and would say all it is is a limitation on
spending.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is pre-
pared to rule.

In the opinion of the Chair this
amendment constitutes a restriction on
funds and does not impose any new
duties and is not, therefore, a legislative
restriction on an appropriation bill. The
point of order is overruled.

The gentleman is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. SYMMS. Mr. Chairman, in keep-
ing with my initial effort to require that
employees of the Internal Revenue
Service be subject to certain ethical
standards that are required of the pri-
vate sector, I believe it is also important
to eliminate a certain unethical use of
taxpayers’ funds—that is the payment
of rewards or “bounties” to individuals
providing information to the Internal
Revenue Service leading to the detec-
tion of individuals who “might” have
violated the internal revenue laws.

Presently, the Internal Revenue Serv-
ice can pay an individual up to ten per-
cent (10 percent) of the revenue that is
collected if he turns a suspect taxpayer
over to the Government.

This practice seems to be a totally un-
ethical approach in the collection of
revenue. I believe that our taxpayers are
already overburdened by the amount of
money they have to pay each year to the
Federal Government and I do not be-
lieve that the Government should add a
psychological burden to the taxpayer by
having him be subject to “head hunters”
as well as sometimes overzealous IRS
agents.

Furthermore, the policy of paying
a bounty is a policy of mistrust. It in-
stilis into our system an unhealthy
practice of encouraging mistrust be-
tween taxpayers and an attitude of sus-
picion and greed among the citizenry.

When our Founding Fathers came to
this country, they founded a system
which was based upon certain ethical
standards that was backed by a trust
amongst themselves. It seems highly in-
appropriate that as lawmakers we would
allow this poiicy of mistrust to continue
in our system.

I hope that the Members here today
will join me in my efforts to restore to
our system of Government a policy
which inspires trust.

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

Mr. SYMMS. I yield to the gentleman
from New York.

Mr. PEYSER. I want to be sure I
understand the gentleman’s amend-
ment. Is what the gentleman is saying
that information that now occasionally
reaches the IRS through people report-
ing and say so-and-so earned substan-
tial moneys and they probably did not
file, it is that type of information?

Mr. SYMMS. Yes. I thank the gentle-
man for the question. What we are talk-
ing about and talked about in the
colloquy earlier, in the general debate, it
was pointed out the IRS is practically
paying no money out for this purpose at
the present time. In the past they have
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paid out millions of dollars to encour-
age people to rat on their neighbors, so
to speak. I think it is a very unethical
practice that we should not further in
the United States of America. We should
just not have head hunters being paid
‘0 go and turn in their neighbors whom
they suspect may be in violation of the
IRS Code. When the IRS does audit on
someone, and whether it was purposeful
or nonpurposeful violation of the in-
come tax code, they can pay the in-
former a bounty of up to 10 percent
of the revenue received from the tax-
payer who was then audited. What this
does is make the taxpayers tax collec-
tors and it makes tax collectors out of
more and more citizens as they start
turning in their neighbors, and it
smacks of a police state activity which
I think we should try to avoid.

Mr. PEYSER. If the gentleman will
yield further, it seems to me one of the
things we are all concerned with, and
certainly the gentleman has expressed
this many times, is that as taxpayers
we all want to bear an equal burden by
honestly filing our returns and paying
what is due. If on the occasion when
someone has reason to suspect that a
law is being violated, why not turn them
in?

Mr. SYMMS. I think the gentleman
and I are in total agreement. A good
citizen should want to see the laws of
the land upheld anyway and do this
voluntarily. But why should we have
this extra encouragement to provide an
incentive for those who would then work
in this field and become head hunters or
bounty hunters?

Mr. PHILLIP BURTON. Mr, Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SYMMS. Yes, I yield to the
gentleman.

Mr. PHILLIP BURTON. I would like
to join with my colleague from Idaho in
support of this amendment. I think
bounty hunting or head hunting is more
in the tradition of a totalitarian rather
than a free society. I think the gentle-
man's earlier amendment was well-
placed. I supported him on that one, and
I do not want to spoil the gentleman’s
whole week by supporting him twice in
a row, but he is right again this time
and I intend to support the gentleman’s
amendment.

Mr. SYMMS. I would say to my dis-
tinguished friend from California on the
House Interior Committee that it will
not spoil the gentleman from Idaho’s
week to have him support me twice. The
gentleman can support me any time he
wishes.

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

Mr. SYMMS. Yes, I will yield to the
gentleman from Texas.

Mr. KEAZEN. I may have been out of
the Chamber when this was discussed. I
think the gentleman just touched on the
point as to how much money has actu-
ally been paid for information. This
would be my question, how much was
paid out by the Government last year
for this type of information?
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Mr. SYMMS. I thank the gentleman
for the question. In past years it was
upwards of a half million dollars to a
million dollars. According to the chair-
man of the committee, the distinguished
gentleman from Oklahoma, this year it
has been less than $100,000.

The gentleman from Idaho did not
offer an amendment to strike that $100,-
000 from the bill, because he did not
know what other contingencies the Sec-
retary of the Treasury might have that
he needed the $100,000 in his contin-
gency fund for. Rather than do that I
have just limited it so that we can send
a message down to the Internal Revenue
Service to let us not have bounty hunt-
ing. We can have good citizenship, yes,
but encouraging bounty hunting, no.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Idaho has expired.

(At the request of Mr. McCrLory and
by unanimous consent Mr. SyMMs was
allowed to proceed for 2 additional
minutes.)

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

Mr. SYMMS. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. McCLORY. The thing that I am
concerned about is this: Informants are
an extremely important part of law en-
forcement and the payment of inform-
ants for information, which is provided
through law enforcement agencies, in-
cluding the IRS or Department of Jus-
tice, should be a practice which we
would want to continue and for which we
would want to provide compensation. I
assume that the IRS would continue to
be eligible to have informants whom
they could pay? This amendment of the
gentleman's would not inhibit the con-
tinued use of informants by any and all
law enforcement agencies, would it?

Mr. SYMMS. In no way would it. It
would only inhibit the Internal Revenue
Service.

Mr. McCLORY. And it would only in-
hibit the Internal Revenue Service with
regard to persons who are not engaged
as informants, but persons who volun-
teer as informants for a reward?

Mr, SYMMS. Yes.

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

Mr. SYMMS. I yield to the gentleman
from Georgia.

Mr. McDONALD. I thank the gentle-
man for yielding. Let me ask a question.
If there is an informant that perhaps
turns his neighbor in and the neighbor
goes through a very extensive and ex-
pensive audit, and it turns out that there
is no money owed to the IRS, does the
IRS then turn back and pay for the cost
of that audit?

Mr. SYMMS. Unfortunately, as the
gentleman from Georgia well knows, it
is always a one-way street when dealing
with the IRS. The poor citizen who has
been unduly harassed by overzealous IRS
agents must provide their own defense,
and are not compensated for that.

Mr. McDONALD. I think the gentle-
man from Idaho has made a tremendous
amendment and addition to the bill and
I strongly support it.
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Mr. DORNAN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield ?

Mr, SYMMS. I yield to the gentleman
from California.

Mr. DORNAN. I have a question on
this superb amendment, which I cer-
tainly will support. Two years ago when
I tried to research this I found that it
was about 100 times easier to get top
secret information out of the Defense
Department than to find out the follow-
ing facts, and I wonder if the gentle-
man had any luck.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Idaho has again expired.

(At the request of Mr. DorNAN and by
unanimous consent Mr. SymMs was
allowed to proceed for 1 additional
minute.)

Mr. DORNAN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman continue to yield?

Mr. SYMMS. I yield to the gentleman
from California.

Mr. DORNAN. The question is what
is the percentage of failure in audits
when a neighbor would instigate an
audit for purposes of harassment, or just
neighborly meanness? It is almost im-
possible to find out from the IRS, at
least it was for me, what their percent-
age of failure was on these informers
before they are paid, for these instigated
audits? Has the gentleman been able to
find out this information?

Mr. SYMMS. It is very difficult to say.
I would say to the gentleman from the
colloquy during the general debate it
appears it has been difficult for members
of this distinguished committee to find
out how much of this goes on or what
information takes place. I think what
we have to do in this body is to be sure
we send an unmistakably clear message
to the Internal Revenue Service.

Mr. DORNAN., If the gentleman will
continue to yield, I believe a unanimous
vote would accomplish that and I look
forward to a unanimous vote on this
issue.

Mr. SYMMS. We do not then have
citizens becoming tax-collecting agents
as they had in Rome right before the
fall of Rome.

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

Mr. Chairman, this could well be
labeled an amendment in favor of the
law violators. But let me make one thing
clear before this red herring of the In-
ternal Revenue misleads the Members.
This is a general provision that applies
to the entire Treasury Department. If
this amendment is adopted, the ability of
the Secret Service to combat counter-
feiting and forgery will be eliminated,
the ability of the U.S. Customs Service
to fight smugeling across the border and
work on the task forces of the Drug En-
forcement Agency and other Govern-
ment agencies will be eliminated, and
also the ability of the Alcohol, Tobacco,
and Firearms Agency to fight terror-
ism and bombings and that sort of thing.
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This is a very dangerous amendment.
It should not be adopted. In addition to
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that, it probably was well known as one
of the finest programs of any agency of
the Government. That is the incentive
awards program of the Treasury Depart-
ment, where they get ideas from the em-
ployees that save thousands of dollars
and improve efficiency. I cannot imagine
anybody wanting to cause a program like
that to be jeopardized.

So, I recommend that a thing as mis-
chievous as this be defeated because any
case they can make about abuses of the
IRS are chickenfeed compared to the
damage this amendment will do if it is
adopted.

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

Mr. STEED. I yield to the gentleman
from California.

Mr. BADHAM. Mr. Chairman, I would
be happy if the gentleman would yield
for one question. Would the gentleman
imply to the Members of this body that
alcohol, tobacco, firearms, anticounter-
feit, antidope smuggling and all of this
can be handled by the mere expenditure
of a hundred thousand dollars of reward?

Mr. STEED. That is just one part of it.
There are other funds and other activi-
ties in which this whole program is in-
volved. The opportunity to use this
weapon will be totally eliminated. No one
can benefit from the adoption of this
amendment except law violators. That
is as plain as the nose on your face, and
I make no bones about it, that a vote for
this amendment is a vote to encourage
violation.

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

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

Mr. VANIK. Mr. Chairman, I would
like to point out that if this amendment
is adopted, what we are doing, in effect,
is we are losing our chance to collect
about $50 billion in underground income
upon which there are no taxes paid. If
we want to balance the budget, if we
want to make people in this country pay
their fair share, and if we want to reach
the billions of dollars of illicit income
that pay no taxes, by voting for this
amendment we are taking away one of
the most effective tools the Treasury
Department has.

I think it would be a very, very dan-
gerous step to take. It is something that
ought to be considered in the appropri-
ate committees that deal with the col-
lection of taxes, that deal with the re-
sponsibilities of Internal Revenue collec-
tors, which will provide reports for the
conduct of the collection of taxes. But,
if we want to legalize the $50 billion that
escapes the Treasury, that is the gentle-
man's responsibility. It is a very dan-
gerous step.

Mr. SYMMS. Mr. Chairman, would
the chairman of the committee yield?

Mr. STEED. 1 yield.

Mr. SYMMS. Mr. Chairman, it was the
intention of the gentleman from Idaho
to limit this only to the Internal Revenue
Service.

Mr. STEED. I say this to the gentle-
man: He puts it in a place in the bill
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that applies to the entire Treasury De-
partment, because it is a general provi-
sion under the whole Treasury Depart-
ment. In the first place, if it only applied
to Internal Revenue, it should not be
adopted for more reasons than I will take
the time to say here, because most of the
Members are already aware of them, but
the amendment applies to the entire
Treasury Department and it cannot be
interpreted any other way.

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

Mr. SYMMS. Mr. Chairman, would the
gentleman yield for the purpose of a
unanimous-consent request?

Mr. WEAVER. 1 wanted to take the
floor to ask the gentleman from Idaho,
does this apply only to IRS or to the en-
tire bill?

Mr. SYMMS. I will say to the gentle-
man from Oregon, the gentleman from
Idaho would ask unanimous consent, re-
garding this, that the amendment read:

In connection with income tax collection
by the Internal Revenue Service.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Idaho?

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, I object.

The CHAIRMAN. Objection is heard.

Mr. WEAVER. The question was, it
does deal with the entire bill, is that
correct?

Mr. SYMMS. If it is not amended, the
gentleman is correct.

Mr. WEAVER. It does deal with the
entire bill. Then I feel constrained to
oppose the amendment, and I would like
to ask the gentleman from Idaho one
further question. It would constrain pay-
ing any amount by any of these agencies.
including perhaps income tax refunds?
It says, “pay any amounts”,

Mr. SYMMS. Rewards for bounties.

Mr. WEAVER. Or any amounts.

Mr. SYMMS. The amendment doe:
need an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Idaho (Mr. SymMmMms).

The amendment was rejected.

The CHATRMAN. The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

TITLE II
U.S. POSTAL SERVICE

PAYMENT TO THE POSTAL SERVICE FUND

For payment to the Postal Service Fund for
public service costs and for revenue foregone
on free and reduced rate mail, pursuant to
39 U.S.C. 2401 (b) and (c), and for meeting
the liabilities of the former Post Office De-
partment to the Employees’ Compensation
Fund and to postal employees for earned and
unused annual leave as of June 30, 1971, pur-
suant to 39 U.S.C. 2004, $1,697,558,000.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. GLICKEMAN

Mr. GLICKMAN. Mr. Chairman, I of-
fer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr, GLICKMAN: On
page 9, line 3, delete “$1,697,658,000.” and
insert in lleu thereof *“$1,672,810,000: Pro-
vided, That no funds appropriated herein
shall be available for implementing special
bulk third-class rates for ‘qualified political
gob—n;glalt_t.ees authorized by Public Law
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Mr. ECKHARDT. Mr. Chairman, on
this amendment I wish to reserve a point
of order.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from
Texas reserves a point of order on the
amendment.

Mr. GLICKMAN. Mr. Chairman, the
purpose of the amendment is quite
straightforward. It will prohibit the con-
tinued implementation of authority
granting certain qualified political com-
mittees the use of special bulk mail rates
available to nonprofit organizations.
According to Postal Service estimates,
the amendment will save the American
taxpayers $24,748,000 in fiscal 1980. The
subsidy amounts to 6 cents on each piece
mailed, and it has been available since
the enactment of Public Law 95-593, and
about 150 different committes have quali-
fied. The subsidy goes largely to the vari-
ous State and national committees of our
two major parties, but it also has bene-
fited parties ranging from the Nazis to
the Communists. Libertarian and Social-
ist Workers Party committees have also
benefited.

First, I want to recount for you the
process by which this expensive subsidy
worked its way into public law. Last
September, the House approved S. 703
under suspension of the rules. The bill
was a broad piece of legislation de-
signed to assure the voting rights of
Americans living overseas, but the House
Administration Committee had tacked
on a provision amending title 39 of the
United States Code to include these polit-
ical committees in the definition of non-
profit organizations for purposes of bulk
mailing rates. The committee report in-
cluded a CBO estimate that the subsidy
would cost between $2.4 and $4.5 million
in each of the fiscal years between 1979
and 1983. Beyond a brief reference in the
summary of the bill which was printed
in the Recorp, this provision of the bill
was never discussed during the debate in
the House. When the Senate considered
the guestion of concurring in the House
amendments to S. 703, the only in-depth
discussion of this provision came from
former Michigan Senator Griffin who
roundly criticized it. Senate concurrence
was by unanimous consent; there was not
even a recorded vote on the question
there.

Another point that I think needs to be
remembered is that the bill which au-
thorized this subsidy was reported by
the Committee on House Administra-
tion; it was not considered by the Com-
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service
which has jurisdiction over the Postal
Service. In fact, it is my understanding
that, in spite of the fact that the idea
for this subsidy has been around for
a number of years, the Post Office Com-
mittee has never voted on the issue. I
am sure that is largely thanks to the
persistence of my colleague, Ep DERWIN-
sk1, who I am glad to have cosponsoring
this amendment. As far as I am con-
cerned, the question of committee ju-
risdiction was reenforced by the fact that
my bill to repeal this authority was re-
ferred not to House Administration, but
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to the Post Office Committee where it
rightly belongs.

Second, we need to consider the fiscal
policy questions raised by this subsidy.
There is no question about it, it is a very
expensive plum for the political com-
mittees who benefit. We approved a sup-
plemental appropriations bill for fiscal
1979 including $18,233,000 to cover the
revenue loss which the special rates are
expected to cost the Postal Service for
the 11 months of the year in which
the bill has been in effect. The bill be~
fore us provides another $24,748,000 for
fiscal 1980. Those figures are a far cry
from the $2.4 million estimated for fis-
cal year 1979 and $4.5 million for fiscal
year 1980 when the authority was ap-
proved. The cost situation is made even
worse by the fact that the expense of
this subsidy is largely uncontrollable.
Those committees, not the Congress and
not the Postal Service, determine how
much the taxpayers must pay to cover
the costs of this subsidy as they decide
how many mailings they want to make.
It has not been so long since we debated
the budget resolution and we found that
our hends were tied on category after
category because they were “uncontroll-
able.” The authority we are considering
here will only worsen that problem at
a time when we need to be bringing it
under control.

Before I leave the question of fiscal
austerity, I want to remind my col-
leagues that both of our major parties
have advocated bringing the Federal
budget into balance by one means or an-
other. And the rhetoric in support of
reducing the Federal deficit has been
echoed across the political spectrum. In
light of that, I find it kighly ironic that
those same political parties are so anx-
ious to maintain this little taxpayer-
financed subsidy.

Finally, we need to look at the logic
behind giving State and national politi-
cal party committees the benefit of this
low-cost, high-subsidy postal rate.
Traditionally, the rate has been re-
stricted to mnonprofit organizations
which fall info seven types: religious
groups, educational organizations, phil-
anthropic organizations, agricultural
groups, labor organizations, wveterans
groups, and fraternal organizations. And
I think it is instructive to look at the
groups that currently do not qualify, in
spite of the fact that they are non-
profit from a technical point of view:
The American Automobile Association
and its State clubs, Chamber of Com-
merce, Civic Improvement Organiza-
tions, Rural Electric Cooperatives, the
Rotary, and Kiwanis Clubs, and the list
goes on. As far as I am concerned, while
I obviously believe that our political
parties play a very important role in
our free society, there is a clear distine-
tion between groups like churches, the
Heart Fund, the Cancer Society, and
political committees.

And we need to give some thought to
the question of how compelling is the
need for the subsidy which is currently
in effect. Both of our major political par-
ties are well over a century old, and
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they have managed for all that time
without this break at taxpayer expense.
That leads me to believe that—while I
am sure that both of the major parties
and a number of lesser ones are enjoy-
ing the benefit of this subsidy—they
would continue to prosper without it.

At a time when the Congress is look-
ing for ways to cut spending, including
some like reductions in social security
benefits which will have a real and seri-
ous impact on individual Americans hard
hit by inflation, I think we need to look
at priorities. My constituents sent me
here to represent their best interests,
not the best interests of any political
party, and I intend to keep that in mind
as I assess appropriations requests. I
would hope my colleagues will share
that commitment and support this
amendment.
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Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. GLICKMAN. I yield to the gentle-
man from California.

Mr. THOMAS. I thank the gentleman
for yielding. Is the gentleman indicating
by this amendment that the Democratic
Party, the gentleman’s party, never
mails anything to its members of an edu-
cational nature which is not worthy of a
nonprofit status?

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. GLICK-
MaN was allowed to proceed for 1 addi-
tional minute.)

Mr. GLICKMAN. The answer to the
question of the gentleman is, of course
not. Both political parties, the major
parties, send matters of educational in-
terest. But I am concerned here about
process as much as anything else: That
a provision slipped through that was not
subject to full debate in this House, that
was estimated to cost between $2 and
$4.56 million a year and will cost $25 mil-
lion this year. I think we need to con-
sider this matter in connection with
other legislative priorities.

Mr. THOMAS. If the gentleman
would yield further, if it is a legislative
priority, if that is the problem, why do
we not consider it in the legislative com-
mittee and not on an appropriations bill,
because we cut off everybody else?

Mr. GLICKMAN. I have introduced
that kind of bill, but, if we do not do it
now, we are going to spend $25 million
this year. That is the reason for the
amendment.

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

Mr. GLICKMAN. I will be glad to
yield to the gentleman from Texas.

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

Do I understand the gentleman is say-
ing that what he intends to do by this
amendment is in effect strike out the
p{o;;is!ons of Public Law 95-593 which
state:

Sectlon 3626 of Title 39, United States
Code, is amended by adding at the end
thereof the following new subsection:
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(e) (1). In the administration of this sec-
tion the rates for third-class mail matter
malled by a qualified political committee
shall be the rates currently in effect under
former Section 4452 of this title for third-
class mail matter mailed by a qualified non-
profit organization.

Is that the point the gentleman is
making?

Mr. GLICKMAN. That, together with
other relevant provisions of the same
public law.

Mr. ECKHARDT. As I read this sec-
tion, what this section deals with is a
reimbursement to the Postal Service
fund which would include a reimburse-
ment for mailing at a lower rate. Under
that section, where these qualified po-
litical committees have received the
benefit of third-class mailing, the Postal
Department gets reimbursed for what it
costs the Postal Department to reduce
the rate. Is that correct?

Mr. GLICKMAN. They get reimbursed,
I assume, through this appropriation or
through prior appropriations.

Mr. ECKHARDT. So would it not be
frue that by the gentleman’s amend-
ment these various committees, includ-
ing, as he mentions, the Communist
Party, the Socialist Workers Party, and
so forth, would still get the benefit but
the Postal Service would not be reim-
bursed? Is that the effect of it, or is it
not?

Mr. GLICKMAN. I would like to read
a letter.

Mr. ECKHARDT. In other words, the
gentleman gives the Socialist Workers
Party cheap mail and the Government
is required to do so, and the gentleman'’s
amendment prevents the Postal Service
from being reimbursed. Is that not the
effect of the amendment?

Mr. GLICKMAN. I have a letter that
was addressed to the Honorable Tom
StEED by William F. Bolger that I would
like to read because it addresses that
point.

Mr. ECKHARDT. Surely.

Mr. GLICKMAN (reading) :

JUNE 25, 1979.

DeAar MR, CHAmMAN: This responds to your
reguest that we advise you what would be
the effect of a disallowance of the Postal
Service's appropriations request for revenue
foregone under Public Law 95-583, which
authorized the special bulk third-class rate
for qualified non-profit organizations to be
extended to mallings of national and State
political party committees.

Under 30 U.S.C. § 3627, if Congress falls to
appropriate an amount authorized for reve-
nue foregone appropriations, the Postal Serv-
lce adjusts the rates involved to make up
through postage revenues the amount that
was not appropriated. This was done shortly
after postal reorganization for regular-rate
third class, which had been authorized 5-year
phasing by 390 US.C. §3636. When both
Houses of Congress—

And this is the important point, I will
tell the gentleman—
decided not to provide revenue foregone ap-
propriations requested for this category, the
Postal Service began charging the full, un-
reduced rate. This action was upheld by the
U.8. Court of Appeals in Ass'n of Am. Pub-
lishers, Inc., v. Governors of United States
Postal Service, 485 F. 2d 768 (D.C. Cir. 1973).
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For the FY 1980 regular appropriation, the
result of a disallowance of the $24,748,000
revenue forgone request for political com-
mittee mailings would be that in FY 1980
these mallings would be charged the full
unsubsidized bulk-third class rate instead of
the lower non-profit rate.

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. ECKHARDT. Mr. Chairman, I am
ready to make my point of order. The
gentlemen, T think, has already made it
for me.

'The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentle-
man wish tc be heard on his point of
order?

Mr. ECKHARDT. I do at this time,
Mr. Chairman.

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

Mr. ECKHARDT. My point of order
is that the amendment places a burden
on the Postal Department which would
not exist but for this amendment. As
the gentleman has so elogquently pointed
out by the letter which he just read, if
the amendment is passed, it does not
merely withhold funds, but it reguires
the Postal Department to adjust the
rates of the Postal Department in or-
der to comply with the limitation con-
tained in this amendment. Therefore,
this is not a mere limitation on an ap-
propriation but it is a limitation which
requires the Postal Department, as the
gentleman has stated in his letter, to
adjust all rates, determine which rates
need adjustments, which ones qualify
or would not qualify under the provi-
sion, and, thus, reduce those rates to
the figures that would permit the re-
duction in revenue. Therefore, it seems
clear to me that this affords an ex-
tremely heavy burden on the Postal
Department which would not otherwise
exist but for the passage of the amend-
ment. If this were not true, the situa-
tion would create an anomalous condi-
tion which I had pointed out in my
initial question to the gentleman in the
well and the author of the amendment.
It would create a situation in which
the benefits provided under section 3626
of title 39 would still be enjoyed by
qualifying political committees, and yet
the Postal Department would not be able
to receive the adjustment due to the
additional costs. It seems to me that
in effect if the gentleman is correct
and if adjustments are made in the
rate, there is another change in sub-
stantive law occasioned by the adjust-
ment in rates. That is, the adjustment
in rates substantively changes Public
Law 95-593 so0 as to deprive qualified
political committees, including the
Democratic Committee and the Re-
publican Committee, and all others that
qualify, of the benefits that we have
enacted in another piece of legislation,
not one that deals with the Postal De-
partment but deals generally with the
rates of political parties with respect to
the use of the mails.

Mr. GLICEMAN. Mr. Chairman, may
I be heard on the point of order?

The gentleman from Texas as usual
gives a very scholarly but I would sug-
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gest convoluted interpretation of the
purpose of the amendment. The amend-
ment is strictly one of limitation. It
reduces funding by $25 million and limits
the use of that funding with respect to
the charging of postal rates. I would
state for the gentleman and for the
Chair that section 3627 of title 39, United
States Code is discretionary authority to
adjust rates if the appropriation fails and
is not mandatory authority and, there-
fore, I do believe that the amendment is
merely a limitation and is germane.
[J 1400

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I
would like to support the gentleman in
the well and point out to the Chair this
is a very carefully drawn amendment.
It does specifically delete funds from
the bill before us which is for the fiscal
year 1980, the period covered by this
aporopriation bill, and it is a proper
limitation of funds and I believe, there-
fore, the point of order should not be
sustained.

The CHAIRMAN, The Chair is pre-
pared to rule on the point of order.

In the opinion of the Chair, the
amendment constitutes a negative limi-
tation on how funds in the bill are
spent rather than being legislation on
an appropriations bill. No new deter-
minations are required: Even if the
amendment should be considered as con-
stituting legislation, it constitutes a
retrenchment because it cuts the

amounts in the bills and the legislative
effect directly contributes to that reduc-
tion.

The Chair, therefore, overrules the

point of order.

Mr. VANDER JAGT. Mr. Chairman,
I move to strike the requisite number of
words and will speak in opposition to this
amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to
the amendment and I rise in support of
the Democratic Party as well as the
Republican Party.

I am sure there may be a few who
might view with skepticism the assertion
of a Republican campaign chsirman
that he is rising on behalf of the Demo-
cratic Party but I sincerely believe that
this amendment in its present form
would be even more injurious to the
Democratic Party in the long run than
it is to the Republican Party.

I am really rising this afternoon on be-
half of both our great political parties
and certainly on behalf of our two-party
system.

I know that every Member, including
the gentleman who offered the amend-
ment, believes that our two-party sys-
tem has served us well. In fact, it has
served us so well that we take it for
granted. We just think it will go on ir-
regardless of what we do to it. Obviously,
that is not the case.

Our two-party system needs to be
strengthened, revitalized, and nurtured.
It needs to be helped, not hindered as
this amendment would do. A couple of
years ago the respected national colum-
nisé, Dave Broder, wrote & book entitled
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“The Party Is Over,” and in it he docu-
mented the decline in influence of both
our political parties and he bemoaned
the day that might soon be coming
when our parties would lose any signif-
icant role whatever in impacting upon
the American political decisionmaking
process.

Obviously, this amendment would
hasten the coming of that day. I cannot
conceive of any Member of this House
voting for an amendment which says, in
effect: We are going to charge the Dem-
ocratic Party and the Republican Party
21 times as much to mail a letter as a
labor union or a common cause or a gun
group or an abortion group or whatever
kind of group you have. That simply does
not make any sense whatever.

Now, Mr. Chairman, the proponents of
the amendment say, well, it is just taking
a subsidy away from the political parties.
No other group with a political message
to communicate, just our political par-
ties.

The issue here is not a subsidy issue. It
is a fairness issue.

I do not pretend to be as expert as
the distinguished chairman of the sub-
committee and its members on the sub-
ject of postal subsidies but you do not
have to be an expert to know that the
determination of what is and what is
not a subsidy for a given category of
mail since the system already in place
is an extremely complicated and con-
troversial one.

One needs not be an expert to know
that the Post Office overestimated the
cost of the political party postal rate
system by at least 5,000 percent. You
need not be an expert to know that this
amendment which comes to us without
the benefit of any hearings or any testi-
mony or any analysis at all simply can-
not tell this body whether this rate sys-
tem costs $500,000 a year or $1 million a
vear or, in fact, can be a moneymaker
for the Postal System since it is a bulk-
handling opportunity and because of the
fact the mailman has to deliver the mail
anyway.

There is another serious problem of
deep concern to every Member of this
body affected by this amendment and
that is the rise of the single-issue group.

Every Member who serves here knows
he can vote “right” 99 out of 100 times
and then vote “wrong” once and a
single-issue group can spring into action
flooding the U.S. mails with hundreds of
thousands of pieces of political propa-
ganda,

Should our two political parties have
any less access to the mails at the same
cost and at the same rate? Obviously,
they should not be discriminated against.

Mr. Chairman, to offer this amend-
ment and to place that diserimination
on our two parties and only our two
parties, it seems to me, because of some
concern down the line there is a possi-
bility of minute, trivial helping of some
fringe party, is to throw the baby out
the window because you are dissatisfied
with the bath water.

Mr. Chairman, I ask my colleagues
not to place a penalty and a burden on
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our two political parties which need help
and not hindrance. I ask those of you
who believe in the Democratic Party and
believe that it is important to communi-
cate what it stands for to the American
people to join together on behalf of our
two-party system and give this amend-
ment the resounding defeat it so richly
deserves.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. FORD OF MICHI-
GAN TO THE AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR.
GLICKEMAN
Mr. FORD of Michigan. Mr. Chair-

man, I offer an amendment to the

amendment.
The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. Forp of Michi-
gan to the amendment offered by Mr,

GLICKMAN: On page 9, line 3, delete

“$1,607,56568,000." and insert in lleu thereof

“$1,676,810,000" and strike the period after

“Public Law 85-593" and insert the follow-

ing: ", other than the national, state or

congressional committee of & major or minor
party as defined in Public Law 02-178, as
amended.”

Mr. ECKHARDT. Mr. Chairman, I
reserve a point of order on the amend-
ment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from
Texas reserves a point of order.

Mr. FORD of Michigan. Mr. Chair-
man, I think it should be made clear
at the outset that the House has passed
on this issue on more than one occasion
in the past. The gentleman who offered
the amendment unfortunately has been
misinformed about the history of this
provision in the law.

Mr. Chairman, it is true that the
present language came into the law as
part of an amendment to the Federal
election statute. As a matter of fact. this
House has acted on more than one oc-
casion in the past, and a committee of
this House with legislative jurisdiction,
the Committee on Post Office and Civil
Service, has acted with respect to this
classification of the mail of the major
and minor political parties.

The Postal Service has had a very
special dislike for the idea of affording
our political parties the same kind of
treatment by the Post Office that almost
every other group which attempts to in-
fluence public opinion in this country
has available to them. A list of the kinds
of organizations we are subsidizing,
while denying it to our American citizens
to speak through their organized politi-
cal parties would make the hair stand
on the back of your hand.

The real point here is that the Postal
Service has once again demonstrated
their totally irresponsible reaction to this
concept. They did not give us figures
like this when we passed the legislation
in 1976 during the Ford administration
and, as a matter of fact, we negotiated
out the language of the act with the
Ford administration, the Ford Budget
Office, and they did not throw figures
like this at us. They did not do it again
when we came through here the last time
with the postal reform bill. We have
never heard this kind of figure in the
Committee on Post Office and Civil
Service.
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In anticipation of this amendment we
checked with the Congressional Budget
Office.
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The Congressional Budget Office in an
official letter to Chairman FraNk THOMP~
sonN, which I will be glad to share with
you, I cannot insert it in the Recorp at
this point because we are in the Com-
mittee, estimates that the cost for both
political parties plus the State subsid-
iaries, plus the congressional campaign
committees, could be $2.4 million for fis-
cal year 1979.

Now, the gentleman says the Post Of-
fice says it is going to cost $25 million.
1 suggest that all the political parties in
the country are not going to spend $25
million in total expenditures for all pur-
poses during this fiscal year.

We are not talking about new sub-
sidies. We are talking about the level of
the subsidy. The political parties already
qualify as third-class mailers. They do
not qualify, strangely enough, as non-
profit third-class mailers.

Is there anybody in this body that
believes that the parties are in business
for the purpose of making a profit for
some private organization? It is possible
that the Republican Party makes a
profit, and in all deference to my col-
league, the gentleman from Michigan,
who spoke before me, I have never seen
a profit on our side of the aisle.

It is patently ridiculous to go on for
all these years continuing to assume that
the political parties are something other
than a nonprofit organization entitled
to the same dignity and consideration in
the dissemination of information as all
the special one-interest groups that have
been mentioned by my colleague and
others that I could mention.

I think that we are at least entitled
to the same dignity as other organiza-
tions that continue to enjoy this special
status.

The letter that the gentleman read
from the Post Office Department saying
that everybody’'s rates would have to go
up is the worst kind of a red herring,
because the fact of the matter is what
we are talking about is revenue foregone.
We give the Post Office about $950 mil-
lion to cover this up front and that in-
cludes this year when they are going to
have a surplus because of the big rate in-
crease that has just gone into effect. If
you have forgotten that they raised rates
very dramatically this year, just talk to
one of your constituents. I am sure you
heard about it when we went up to the
brand new first-class stamp. They are
talking about a surplus this year, but
they are talking about a surplus because
of a rate increase.

There is no rate increase contemplated
in anything we do with this kind of
legislation.

The idea that this is going to be an
excessively expensive item is wrong.

Finally, let me say this, that the
gentleman’s amendment should be
adopted if it is amended by my amend-
ment, because the result would then be
that we would clarify a disagreement
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that is going on now with respect to what
was meant by the language in the Fed-
eral election code and make it clear that
we did not intend that the American Nazi
Party or the Communist Party, or any-
body else that called themselves a politi-
cal party could automatically walk in
and get this privilege. It would make it
clear that we are talking about a bona
fide political party, because we adopt as
a definition of a political party that
which is already in the law, that
which has been discussed by the Supreme
Court in the Valeo case, in terms of the
Federal election law that sets up the
financing of the Presidential election.

We simply adopt the definition of a
party. We do not rewrite the law that
has already been in the law for some
time. It has already been examined by
many authorities.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. Fogrbp)
has expired.

(At the request of Mr. CorcoraN, and
by unanimous consent, Mr. Forp of
Michigan was allowed to proceed for 3
additional minutes.)

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

Mr. FORD of Michigan. I promised the
gentleman I would yield, and I yield to
the gentleman.

Mr. CORCORAN. Mr. Chairman, I
would like to congratulate the gentle-
man on this very helpful amendment.
It does two things to the amendment
which has previously been pending. One,
it reduces the total appropriation from
about $25 million down to $4 million,
whch is the amount of money which is
needed in order to carry out this very
worthwhile program.

Secondly, it does provide a definition
as to what kind of parties will qualify.
What we have done is following the prec-
edent established in the 1971 act pro-
viding for support for the Presidential
nominees; we have defined in the gentle-
man’s amendment that only those politi-
cal parties with 5 percent or more of the
vote in a previous Presidential election
will qualify.

I congratulate the gentleman. I think
it is a helpful amendment and I hope it
is adopted.

Mr. FORD of Michigan. Mr. Chairman,
I thank the gentleman.

I yield to the gentleman from Kansas.

Mr. GLICKMAN. Mr. Chairman, this
amendment does go part of the way that
I was concerned about in the problem,
but I would like to ask two questions.

As I understand it, the gentleman’s
amendment cuts $21 million from the
bill, as opposed to my $25 million; is
that correct?

Mr. FORD of Michigan. Well, I would
rather not sav that, because I do not
believe that this amendment with or
without mine would ever cost $25 million,
but it cuts the figure that the gentleman
was working with by $21 million and is
$21 million less.

Mr. GLICKMAN. Now, what happens
during the year if perchance the subsidy
exceeds $4 million?
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Mr. FORD of Michigan. There is not
any subsidy paid out, as such. It is rev-
enue foregone.

Mr. GLICKMAN. All right. What hap-
pens if the revenue foregone exceeds $4
million?

Mr. FORD of Michigan. Well, the
same thing that happens with any other
revenue foregone by the Post Office De-
partment. If the Post Office ends this
year with a deficit, they come to see Mr.
Steep and we will subsidize that deficit.

Mr. GLICKMAN. Then what I am say-
ing, we might have to come back with a
supplemental for more money.

Mr. FORD of Michigan. Well, I do not
know how we would identify it with this
specific supplemental for the Post Of-
fice, but not this year because they are
going to have a surplus.

Mr. GLICKMAN. All right, the second
question I would like to ask the gentle-
man is this. The gentleman’s amendment
says that major parties and minor par-
ties as defined in the Presidential elec-
tion campaign matching act are eligible
for the subsidy; but anything smaller
than that is not.

For example, small either splinter or
mainstream political parties that are
very small in orientation. Now, my ques-
tion to the gentleman is, do we not run
into constitutional problems by saying
that the Democratic Party is eligible for
a 3-cent bulk rate postage, but the
Bill Ford Independent Party of Michigan
when it wants to mail out a letter to a
thousand people must pay 8 or 9 cents.

Mr. FORD of Michigan. The Bill Ford
Independent Party of Michigan, had I
one, would not qualify under this; but
the Democratic Party and the Repub-
lican Party clearly would and any other
party that received as much as 5 percent
of the popular vote in any preceding
Presidential election.

Now, if there is a constitutional ques-
tion with respect to the definition of a
major or a minor political party in the
Federal election law, that must be at-
tacked by going after the Federal election
law and, as we know, we probably will
disburse something in the magnitude of
$80 million in 1980 for the purpose of fi-
nancing candidates in both the Demo-
cratic and Republican primaries, and
finally in the general election and we also
will finance both of the national con-
ventions out of that fund, about $80 to
$82 million.

The CHATRMAN. Does the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. EckHARDT) insist upon
his point of order?

Y (}\«!r. ECKHARDT. Yes, Mr. Chairman,
0.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will

state the point of order.
POINT OF ORDER

Mr. ECKHARDT. Mr. Chairman, the
Ford amendment, is, indeed legislation
on an appropriations act, because by
limiting the amount available under the
bill, the Postal Service will be required to
esta_.blish two different rates; one for
major and minor political parties en-
titled under the bill and another rate for
political parties which do not qualify.
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Unlike the discretionary authority
under section 3627, this adjustment
would be mandatory.

I would like to point out that the re-
ference in the bill is to Public Law 92-
178, which in its title VII deals with cer-
tain tax incentives for contributions to
candidates for public office and which
sets out certain definitions with respect
to national committees of national polit-
ical parties and State committees of a
national political party as designated by
the national committee of such party.

The Ford amendment says:

... And strike the period after “Public Law
95-583" and insert the following: ", other
than the natlonal, state or congressional
committee of a major or minor party as de-
fined in Public Law 92-178, as amended.”

Now, there are definitions here and
those definitions must be addressed by
another body besides the Post Office De-
partment; but here the Post Office De-
partment is going to have to determine
whether a committee is a State commit-
tee of a national political party as
designated by fthe national commit-
tee of such party and must apply the
definitions as the result of additional
duties attributed and ascribed to the
Postal Department that are not previ-
ously attributable to that Department;
50 there is, indeed, an additional burden
with respect to defining or establishing
and applying the definition of a major
or minor party as defined under this law
and also with respect to establishing two
separate rates in order to accomplish
the objective sought here.
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The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
from Michigan (Mr. Forp) desire to be
heard on the point of order?

Mr. FORD of Michigan. Yes,
Chairman, I do, briefly.

First, I believe that the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. EckHARDT) confuses
the addition of duties to the executive
branch that require the exercise of dis-
cretion and the imposition of an obliga-
tion to make determinations that would
not otherwise have to be made.

What our amendment does is it simply
refers them to a clearly defined interpre-
tation, consistent with virtually every-
thing else that is contained in the postal
code, with respect to qualifying and non-
qualifving people.

I might suggest to the gentleman that
every time an employee of the Postal
Service picks up a letter and handles
it there is a duty involved to determine
whether or not the sender of the letter
qualifies for the class of mail that is
being used to assess the cost to the Gov-
ernment through the payment of
postage.

The second point is that I would re-
fer to the gentleman's argument against
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Kansas (Mr. GLICKMAN) on
this point of order in which he pointed
out that the effect of not adopting the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Kansas (Mr. GLickMAN) would be
that the law would not be changed, and

Mr.
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that the Post Office Department would
have a continuing duty to determine
whether a political party was a political
party for the purpose of giving them a
subsidy, even without the Glickman
amendment. I suggest that the effect of
knocking out my amendment will be to
leave the duty of the Postal Service to
make that determination much broader
and much more complex than it would
with the narrowing effect of our amend-
ment which requires that they need only
pick up the telephone and call the Fed-
eral Election Commission and ask, “Who,
if anyone, qualifies for this class of mail?
We have got some people who are apply-
ing for a permit. Shall we grant them the
permit?”

The way this discretion is exercised is
not that you mail a letter and wait to see
if the Post Office catches you; you go
down to the Post Office first and you say,
“I am representing the Democratic"—
or the Republican—"“National Commit-
tee. We wish to have a permit with a
number assigned to us so that our mail
is clearly identified and to entitle us to
mail as a nonprofit organization third
class bulk mail.”

At that point the Postal Service makes
a determination as to whether or not
you qualify. They do not make a deter-
mination as to whether the Democratic
Party or the Republican Party qualifies;
they simply pick up the phone and call
the FEC and find out.

Mr. ECKHARDT. Mr. Chairman, may
I be heard further on the point of order?

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will hear
the gentleman.

Mr. ECKHARDT. Mr. Chairman, I
have one response to that argument, and
that is that I can find no place where
the election agency determines what is
a “congressional committee of a major
or minor party.”

So this would place a duty on the Post
Office Department to determine what is
a ‘“congressional committee.” I do not
know what it is. It would seem to me
very difficult to establish that question.

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. PrevER). The
Chair is prepared to rule.

Exceptions to limitations or retrench-
ments permitted to remain in the bill
are permitted if not constituting addi-
tional legislation. In the opinion of the
Chair, the law already imposes a duty
on the Postal Service, under Public Law
95-593, to determine whether any po-
litical committee is a National, State, or
congressional committee of a political
party.

Public Law 95-593 provides definitions
of what constitutes political parties.
Since these standards exist in the law,
it is the opinion of the Chair that no
additional burden is imposed by the
amendment, or, in any event, the
amendment remains a retrenchment,
and the point of order is overruled.

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I rise specifically in
support of the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Kansas (Mr. GLICKMAN) .
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Mr. Chairman, this amendment over-
comes, at least for 1 year, a hasty and
ill-advised legislative action taken in
the waning days of the 95th Congress.
Its purpose is simply to deny in fiseal
year 1980 the $24,748,000 which would
he used to subsidize mail generated by
political organizations.

In the rush of closing business in the
House last fall, a little-noticed and un-
debated amendment was skillfully at-
tached to the Overseas Citizens Voting
Rights Act. The amendment extended to
political committees the preferential
postal rate applicable to nonprofit
organizations.

I suspect there were not more than a
handful of Members on the floor that
day who knew this nongermane amend-
ment had been attached to an otherwise
acceptable piece of Ilegislation. The
Recorp shows there was no debate or
justification of this political subsidy. I
think it was a serious breach of the rules,
and of courtesy, for a committee lack-
ing jurisdiction to assume the responsi-
bility for bringing a postal subsidy issue
before the House.

Unfortunately, our otherwise alert
committee staff was not aware of the ac-
tion taken by the House Administration
Committee and so the members of the
Committee on Post Office and Civil
Service were not forewarned. My opposi-
tion to a subsidized postal rate for po-
litical organizations is well established
in committee, and overtures in that di-
rection have been successfully headed
off in the past.

When the Senate took up and con-
sidered the overseas citizens voting rights
bill on October 13, 2 days before ad-
journment, minor attention was given
this windfall provision. It was contended
that the cost of this postal subsidy would
be $2.4 million in fiscal year 1979 and
$4.5 million in fiscal year 1980—esti-
mates we now know that are far off
base.

The vagueness of the law allows any
makeshift organization under the color
of a political party to qualify for this
postal rate subsidy, and it places an un-
reasonable burden on the American tax-
payer. In fiscal year 1979, instead of $2.4
million, the subsidy was $18,233,000,
which was contained in the 1979 Supple-
mental Appropriations Act. In the com-
ing year, the subsidy calculated by the
Postal Service is $24,748,000 which is con-
tained in the bill under consideration.

The overgenerous funding of Presiden-
tial elections and the income tax check-
off, to name just two, already give politi-
cal organizations substantial Federal
benefits. There is no justification for any
further incursions into the taxpayer’s
pocket.

Under the standing provisions of postal
law, if the Congress fails to appropriate
an amount authorized for any class of
mail sent at reduced rates, the rate for
that class may be adjusted by the Postal
Service so that the increased revenues
received from the users of that class of
mail shall be equal to the amount Con-
gress was to appropriate.
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The effect of the amendment, there-
fore, is that the political groups that
presently enjoy a healthy subsidy will
be required to pay the full and regular
postal rate on their mailings. Of course,
the elimination of this subsidy is only
for fiscal year 1980, but that should give
the appropriate committee of the House
the necessary time to deal in a practical
manner with this important matter.

Mr. STEED. Mr, Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in the hope that
I may add to some of the information
my colleagues may want before they vote
on these amendments. I can live with
either one of these amendments. Person-
ally, I prefer the Glickman amendment,
but the other amendment would be much
better than the situation as it now
stands, so I hope that one or the other
is adopted.

What happened was that, after this
very well intended bill passed last year,
the matter of issuing these mailing per-
mits came up and the Postmaster Gen-
eral turned down several applicants.
They immediately went over to the De-
partment of Justice and got a ruling
from the Attorney General that threw
the whole thing into another posture.
Under the ruling of the Attorney Gen-
eral, anybody can have a committee that
qualifies under this bill, so as long as the
law stands the way it is now, the sky is
the limit.

So what is being done here today is to
try to correct a situation no one in-
tended to create in the first place. After
some dealings with the other body, I
thought the easiest way to do it would be
to kill this off and start over again and
make sure the next time we have a pro-
posal that does exactly what the Mem-
bers want to do and not anything else.

The Postmaster General has told us
that if we do turn this down flat, he does
have a loophole under which he can re-
cover his funds, and he says that he
would prefer it that way. But this other
limitation here may work all right. This
is something that has come up since the
bill was brought on the floor, and I am
not going to object to it either.

I just thought that the Members would
like to know that what we are trying to
do is to correct a mistake that was made
in the language of the original bill, lan-
guagze that has been used by the Attorney
General to put this thing in a focus that
no one in the House wanted in the first
place.

The problem is this: How do we pin
down this program to these areas where
we intended to help in the first place in
order to make it possible for the political
organizations in the country that are
legitimate to bring the American people
into a greater knowledge of the issues and
to inecrease their interest in participating
in Government?

So I am afraid that if the bill stands
the way it is, without any amendment, we
are going to be surprised and sadly dis-
appointed as to what effects the bill
would have if it stands the way it is now.
As a matter of fact, if the bill is not
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changed, I am very sure, after having
gone through this same matter in the
supplemental with the other body, that
we are going to have a lot of trouble with
them on this amendment as it now
stands when we get over there, if we do
not change it.

Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of words,
and I rise in support of the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Michigan
(Mr. FORD).

Mr. Chairman, I think the afternoon’s
discussion has been a good thing for this
body, because all of our Members will be
theroughly aware of the reason behind
the original law, the bill emanating from
tne Committee on House Administration.
In addition, I think the criticisms leveled
by the gentleman from Kansas (Mr.
GrickMAN) and the gentleman from
Tlinois (Mr. DERwINSKI) in their amend-
ment are significant and they are respon-
sible. It is well that they were heard, too.

However, I would hope that this body
would endorse the Ford amendment, as
has been suggested by the gentleman
from Oklahoma (Mr, STeEED), the distin-
guished subcommittee chairman.

Personally, I think its definition of
party may be a little too tight. It may
keep some parties out, or it may deny
them a privilege which they ought to
have. But, on the other hand, the com-
mittee of jurisdiction, in this case the
Committee on House Administraticn,
may, if it wishes, go back and look at
those definitions, and loosen them if it
feels that is necessary.

I would like to stress, however, that
the Committee on House stra-
tion, in first writing this law, did so be-
cause it was absolutely necessary. We
looked at political parties, and we saw
their estate falling around the country.
Because our committee and this Con-
gress had agreed to put limitations on
political contributions, we have almost
forced all people and parties seeking
political contributions to go the route of
direct mail. That meant that people who
could use direct mail and get this sub-
sidy—and many of those organizations
have already been delineated on this
floor—could do so at a cheap rate, but
the parties, which are our principal po-
litical mechanisms in this country, were
obliged to pay the regular high-priced
postage rate.

So we were not trying to help the
parties or to give them an undue ad-
vantage. We were just trying to bring
them up to the advantages enjoyed by
conservative groups, liberal groups, sin-
gle-purpose groups, public citizen groups,
and people who call themselves citizens’
lobbies, or whatever, people who were
seeking to impact the political process.
It was absolutely necessary that we act,
and we did so.

The distinguished gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. VANDER JAGT) also made a
fine statement on this matter in which
he described the disadvantageous posi-
tion into which the two major parties
had fallen. It was his opinion, too, that
the action of the House Administration
Committee was necessary.
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So if the law extended that privilege
too far, if it has been extended to groups
that it should not have been extended
to, as alleged by the gentleman from
Kansas (Mr. GLIcK,MAN) then the Ford
of Michigan amendment does cut it
back adequately, and guarantees that
the original cost estimates will not be
overrun.

So I would urge this body to accept
the Ford of Michigan amendment as
the reasonable compromise between the
position of the Committee on House Ad-
ministration and the position of the
gentleman from Kansas and the gentle-
man from Illinois. I think we will have
a responsible compromise that will allow
the political processes of this country
to move in the way we all accept and
approve.

Mr, VANDER JAGT. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FRENZEL. I yield to the gentle-
man from Michigan.

Mr. VANDER JAGT. I thank the
gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I want to compliment
the gentleman on his fine statement. I
join the distinguished chairman of the
subcommittee on finding the Ford of
Michigan amendment acceptable. I go a
little further than the chairman goes in
finding the Ford of Michigan amend-
ment one that is very commendable in-
deed. I commend him for his statesman-
like resolution of the conflict which
makes sure that the fears of runaway
spending will not be there because there
is a $4 million cap and addresses specifi-
cally the fears of the distinguished
chairman of the subcommittee and
makes sure we will not be giving any
benefit, however minute, to parties like
the Communists or Nazis.

I commend the gentleman from
Michigan for his statesmanlike resolu-
tion, and I urge that this body support
it.

Mr. ECKHARDT. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words, and I rise in opposition to the
amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I raised my points of
order to indiacte the dilemma we are in
here. If indeed neither of these amend-
ments alters the provision providing that
in the administration of this section the
rates of third-class matter mailed by a
qualified political committee shall be the
rates currently in effect under former
section 4452 of this title, if indeed that
section is not changed it is true that both
amendments are only limitations on an
appropriations bill. The gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. Forp) argued that in op-
position to my point of order against his
amendments. The Chair ultimately ruled
that this amendment does not affect sub-
stantive law. I agree with the gentleman
from Michigan (Mr. Forp), and I cer-
tainly agree with the Chair that, under
that interpretation, the two amendments
are indeed merely limitations of funds to
be expanded and do not alter that section.

But the gentleman from Kausas (Mr.
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GLIcKMAN) has been arguing that, in ef-
fect, his amendment removes this sub-
sidy. It does not, as stated in the amend-
ment remove the subsidy. The subsidy
is mandated. It says that in the admin-
istration of this section, the rates of
third-class mail by a qualified political
committee shall be the rates currently in
effect under former section 4452 of this
title for third-class mail matter. What
we are amending is a section in the ap-
propriations bill which says: “for pay-
ment to the Postal Service fund for pub-
lic service costs and for revenue fore-
gone on free and reduced mail.”

What the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Kansas (Mr. GLICK-
MAN) does is simply limit funds for pub-
lic service costs for revenue foregone un-
der this section.

The result is that the section cannot
be changed by the appropriations bill
under the attack of a point of order, be-
cause if it did change that section, it
would affect substantive law. If the rul-
ing on the point of order is correctly
founded, the only thing that this amend-
ment can do is limit the money that
flows to the Postal Service for public
service costs and for revenue foregone on
free and reduced mail. So that revenue
foregone on free and reduced mail to
political parties, within the limitations
of the Glickman and Ford of Michigan
amendments, cannot be replaced under
this amendment to the appropria-
tions bill. If the ruling on the point of
order is correct, we are not doing any-
thing in these amendments to alter the
advantage granted to the political par-
ties as provided in the previous legis-
lation for, if we did, we would be acting
existing law. All we are doing is saying
that the Postal Department will not be
reimbursed for these losses.

Mr. GLICKMAN. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield on that point?

Mr. ECKHARDT. I yield to the gentle-
man from Kansas.

Mr. GLICKMAN. That is confusing,
because that is different from what I
interpreted the Postmaster General, Mr.
Bolger, to say, and from what my con-
versations were with the chairman of
the subcommittee, assuming my amend-
ment passes. If we eliminate it all, then
the preferred rate would not be given
whatsoever beginning the next fiscal year
period.

Mr. ECKHARDT. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield back to me, I can
read the English language as well as the
Attorney General or the Postmaster. It
says under Public Law 95-593, in the ad-
ministration of this section the rates for
third-class mail matter mailed by a quali-
fied political committee shall be the rates
currently in effect under former section
4452,

The Chair has ruled that we do not
alter substantive law, that the gentle-
man's amendment only limits an appro-
priation. If that is all it does, I think
the ruling is correct. If all we do is limit
an appropriation, we are simply depriv-
ing the Postmaster of a reimbursement
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for the sending of mail at a reduced rate.
I think that is a mistake. I do not think
we ought to do that. I urge my colleagues
that the other interpretation was abso-
lutely foreclosed by the ruling of the
Chair that no substantive change was
affected.

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

Mr. ECKHARDT. I yield to the gentle-
man from Missouri.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. ECKHARDT)
has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. ECKHARDT
was allowed to proceed for 2 additional
minutes.)

Mr. VOLKMER, Does the gentleman
have before him title 39, United States
Code, section 36277

Mr. ECKHARDT. I do not have that
immediately before me, no.

Mr. VOLKMER. That section pertains
to all of the rates, et cetera, and it pro-
vides that if Congress does not appro-
priate funds, then the Postal Authority
has the right to increase the cost to pay
for the lack of appropriation. And that
has been held in a U.S. Court of Appeals
decision under similar circumstances to
this, when Congress has failed to appro-
priate the previous time. So even though
that law is there, and it says that hap-
pens, as the gentleman well knows, you
always have another part of this code
that applies, and this is in the general
authority of the Postal Authorities.

Mr. ECKHARDT. That may be so. If
that be so, then the ruling of the Chair
was incorrect; because the effect of the
law is then very substantially changed
by the amendment and a very substan-
tial duty is placed upon the Postmaster
in making such a determination.

Mr. VOLEMER. No. I disagree with
the gentleman.

Mr. ECKHARDT. He has to change
the administration of his office in order
to retrench that money.

Mr. VOLEMER. That is presently the
duty of the Postmaster right now, the
commission right now.

Mr. ECKEHARDT. But it would not
have been triggered but for the with-
drawal of the funds.

Mr. VOLEMER. That is correct.

Mr. ECKHARDT. That is the point
I was making earlier. You have to go
one way or the other, either this amend-
ment induces a change in substantive
iaw, or the Postmaster General’s admin-
istration of it, or it is a mere limitation
on appropriation in which case it merely
withholds the payment to the Postal
Service fund for public service costs and
for revenue foregone on reduced mail.

Mr. PAUL. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words, and
I rise in support of the Glickman amend-
ment.

Mr. Chairman, I am in agreement that
the $25 million that is involved here can
be seen and interpreted as being defi-
nitely a subsidy. I do not see how we can
interpret it in any other way. There are a
lot of us who have been frowning upon
the subsidization and the financing
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through the Federal Government, the
financing of elections. I think this is not
exactly the same, but it is somewhat
similar. I think in the arguments I hear
today, the one conclusion I come to,
is that I have heard the best arguments
for taking out of the hands of the Fed-
eral Government the mail delivery mo-
nopoly. Because of this monopoly and be-
cause it is controlled by political people
here in the Congress, it is used as a sub-
sidy that can be arbitrarily passed out to
the different groups. The argument is
given that we must receive this benefit
because unions and other groups receive
this benefit.
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The question we must ask, do they de-
serve that subsidy, just because they re-
ceive the subsidy? Why do magazines,
which are very, very heavy, get delivered
per pound at a much lower rate than it
costs us to mail first-class mail? There
fore, those of us who mail first-class
pieces of mail subsidize those industries
that make money off shipping their
products around the country-

This is a political football. This is sub-
sidy run rampant, and all we are arguing
here is who is to get the subsidies? First
we come up, and try to find out which
political parties are deserving of the
benefits. We determine that those who
are small are undeserving; therefore, we
must discriminate against them. It is
claimed we must protect the two-party
system.

We reject the idea that the strength of
the two-party system should be by a
natural evolution but rather it should
come about by suppressing any opposi-
tion to it.

I strongly supported the idea that the
subsidy to the political parties through
the Post Office should not continue.
Someday I think we should strongly con-
sider legalizing delivery of mail by pri-
vate enterprise. We also should consider
the removal of the other groups who
benefit from this by indirect subsidiza-
tion obtained at the expense of the ordi-
nary taxpayer.

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

Mr. PAUL. I yield to the gentleman
from Illinois.

Mr. CORCORAN. Mr. Chairman, I
would just point out to the gentleman
that the revenue function we are deal-
ing with here relates to third-class mail,
for which there is no monopoly. The
monopoly to which the gentleman refers
only affects first-class mail.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Michigan (Mr. Forp) to the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Kansas (Mr. GLICKMAN) .

The amendment to the amendment
was agreed to.

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

The CHATRMAN. Does the gentleman
wish to speak on the Glickman amend-
ment.

Mr. THOMAS. I wish to speak on the
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Glickman amendment as amended by
the Ford of Michigan amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I know some of my
colleagues may think this is an unusual
time, but I waited until this moment,
hoping someone on the Democratic side
would come forth and talk about what
we are doing in terms of this appropria-
tions bill.

The only argument we have received
in opposition has been a narrow legalistic
argument.

I asked the gentleman from Kansas, in
terms of his amendment, which struck
totally the appropriation for political
parties mailings, if his party—and
granted, the question was put somewhat
facetiously—if his party had nothing to
offer, in any mailings that could qualify
it in terms of nonpartisan funding?

He said, “Of course not.”

The same is true, of course, of my
party.

The amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Michigan, because he could
not legislate, and a point of order was
raised on that question as to whether
or not in fact he was legislating, and
he was sustained, had to utilize some
figures that were already in the law. The
figure that he used was a 5-percent
criterion.

He said the major party definition
under this current law is 25 percent.
There are only two parties that qualify,
the Democrats and the Republicans.

There is a minority-party qualifica-
tion, 5 to 25 percent. The irony of it
is no parties qualify under this require-
ment.

The distinguished chairman said that
no one wants what occurred under
95-593.

What is it that occurred that is so
horrendous? What is it that is going to
occur between now and the time we can
legislate, that we can investigate
through committee hearings as to what
is an appropriate percentage, so not just
the Nazi party and the Socialist Work-
ers Party, which are always the ex-
amples brought up in terms of the mi-
nority parties, will not be allowed to use
the mail because somehow they are go-
ing to come up with a letter, given the
fact they can send it on a preferential
rate, that will suddenly turn around,
given a single mailing, the history of
this country and ideology of this coun-
try, the society of this country and po-
litical history of this country. Somehow
we are going to be jeopardized by these
individuals through the mails.

To set a b-percent criterion indicates
that the Libertarian Party, which is an
active party today, somehow constitutes
a threat to the Democrats and the Re-
publicans. I do not think it does. I think
they ought to be qualified under the
Icgitimate political party criterion.

As the appropriations is amended, a
party that qualifies within a State is not
even allowed to use this unless they had
a 5-percent-for-President criteria.

My problem is that the Democratic
Party, the party of the masses, the party
of the people, apparently is willing to
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cut off in a democratic society the oppor-
tunity for minority parties to utilize the
mails. I am upset about that.

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

Mr. THOMAS. I yield to the gentleman
from Kansas.

Mr. GLICKMAN. First of all, I think
the gentleman has raised a good point.
It is one that troubled me with the Ford
amendment. That is, it sets an arbitrary
criterion which favors big parties.

Mr, THOMAS. It does not favor big
parties. It excludes all other parties.

Mr. GLICKMAN. Either way we look
at it, it does prevent smaller parties from
entering the picture, and whether it be
ones I like or do not like, that is prob-
ably irrelevant.

The other side of the coin is that this
amendment does reduce the appropria-
tions by $21 million, which is helpful in
that process. I think the gentleman has
raised an interesting point that causes
me some personal anguish.

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

Mr. THOMAS. I yield to the gentle-
man from Iowa.

Mr, BEDELL. Mr. Chairman, I strongly
commend the gentleman for his state-
ment. I had already talked to the author
of the amendment, and it is clear that if
a new party was formed, and it was obvi-
ous that it had substantial support or if
a present minority party obviously had
substantial support, it would be placed
at a disadvantage as compared to the
parties that the gentleman and I repre-
sent.

I do not think that is what was meant
by our democratic process, and I strongly
supported the Glickman amendment, but
I certainly am going to vote against the
Ford amendment, because I believe it is
terribly discretionary and self-serving
for the two parties we represent.

Mr. THOMAS. I guess my primary con-
corn is we mouth the concept of democ-
racy over and over. My concern is that
the minority parties, I think legitimately,
will now be able to argue that we have
ours. But have not allowed them to have
theirs.

Yes, this is a Republic, but more im-
portantly I think it is a democracy. Even
though I know people are shouting for a
vote, I think this is an important ques-
tion.

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

Mr. THOMAS. I yield to the gentle-
man from Texas.

Mr. ECKHARDT. Mr. Chairman, I
want to compliment the gentleman in
the well and join him in his statement.
There have been minority parties that
have greatly and beneficially affected
the United States.

For instance, the Populist Party
around the turn of the century, which
had enormous influence on the passage
of the antitrust acts. I think we should
not predetermine the party because it is
not one of the two biggest, and should
not be supported at all.
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Had that been done, the Republican
Party may never have gotten started.

The . The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Kansas (Mr. GLICKMAN), as
amended.

The question was taken; and on a di-
vision (demanded by Mr. BEpELL) there
were—ayes 30, noes 9.

Mr. BAUMAN. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote, and pending that,
I make the point of order that a quorum
is not present.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will
count.

Mr. BAUMAN. Mr. Chairman, I with-
draw my demand for a recorded vote
and my point of order of no quorum.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
withdraws his demand and his point of
order.

So the amendment as amended, was

agreed to.
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Mr. STEED. 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. PrevER, Chairman of the Commit-
tee of the Whole House on the State of
the Union, reported that the Committee,
having had under consideration the bill
(H.R. 4393) making appropriations for
the Treasury Department, the U.S. Pos-
tal Service, the Executive Office of the
President, and certain independent
agencies, for the fiscal year ending

September 30, 1980, and for other pur-
poses, had come to no resolution thereon.

STRATEGIC AND CRITICAL MATE-
RIALS STOCK PILING REVISION
ACT OF 1979

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker’s desk the bill (H.R. 2154) to re-
vise the Strategic and Critical Materials
Stock Piling Act, to require that appro-
priations for acquisition of strategic and
critical materials be authorized by law,
to establish a National Defense Stockpile
Transaction Fund, and for other pur-
poses, with a Senate amendment thereto,
and concur in the Senate amendment.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The Clerk read the Senate amendment,
as follows:

Page 12, line 10, after "fund.” insert "Such
moneys shall remain in the fund until ap-
propriated or until the end of the third fiscal
year following the fiscal year in which they
are recelved. Any such moneys remaining in
the fund after the end of such third fiscal
year that have not been appropriated shall
be transferred to miscellaneous receipts of
the Treasury. Any of such moneys that are
appropriated shall be disbursed from the
fund in the order in which they were cov-
ered into the fund.".

® Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Speaker, the only
change in the bill as passed by the House
on March 19 is in section 9, which estab-
lishes the National Defense Stockpile
Transaction Fund. In the House version
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all moneys received from the sale of ex-
cess materials would remain in the fund
for an indefinite period. The Senate
amendment would require that moneys
remaining in the fund without being ap-
propriated for more than 3 years revert
to the Treasury as miscellaneous re-
ceipts. The President has indicated he
would veto the House version of the bill,
and its seems certain that the Senate
would sustain his veto. I believe the
3-year provision is a reasonable com-
promise between the two alternative po-
sitions. In addition, the Committees on
Armed Services of the House and Senate
will exercise confrol of the fund balance
during their consideration of periodic
commodity authorization legislation.
There are such substantial needs for ac-
quisitions of needed materials that I hope
the trust fund will not be allowed to ex-
perience any substantial reversions to
the general fund which could be used for
needed materials. The 3-year limit also
may spur us all to see that the needed
materials are promptly acquired. Once
this bill is signed into law, we can pro-
ceed to restructure the strategic stock-
pile by disposing of those materials In ex-
cess to defense requirements and acquir-
ing those needed and in short supply. By
accepting the Senate amendment we can
eliminate the need for a conference on
this one minor difference. The House
Armed Services Committee has author-
ized me to move that the House concur
in the Senate amendment to H.R. 2154.@

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

There was no objection.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM FOR RE-
MAINDER OF WEEK AND FOLLOW-
ING WEEK

(Mr. ASHBROOK asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute.)

Mr. ASHBROOEK. Mr. Speaker, I see
our majority leader on the floor and I
would inquire as to the schedule for the
balance of this week and the schedule as
proposed for the week of July 16. I would
yield to my friend and colleague, the
majority leader, for that purpose.

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Speaker, I will be
happy to advise that plans for this week
have been completed. The schedule is
finished. Adjournment should occur mo-
mentarily.

On Monday we will meet at noon to
take up the Consent Calendar and three
bills are scheduled for consideration
under Suspension of the Rules.

We would plan to postpone votes on
those suspensions until after all three
had been debated, but not to postpone
them until the following day.

After that we would take up under a
special district day one bill, H.R. 3951,
to provide for the National Capital
Transportation Act amendments. There-
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after, the Treasury-Postal appropriation
would be resumed and we would move
until we completed consideration of that
appropriation bill.

Following that we would hope to take
up the District of Columbia appropria-
tion bill again and complete its consid-
eration. Then we will take up the con-
ference report on H.R. 42839, the supple-
mental appropriations bill for fiscal 1979.

On Tuesday we meet at noon to con-
sider the Private Calendar and go im-
mediately to H.R. 4473, the Foreign As-
sistance Appropriation Act for fiscal 1980.

On Wednesday we will be meeting at
10 o'clock as we will on Thursday and
Friday also and begin with the Amtrak
Reorganization Act under an open rule
providing for 1 hour of general debate.

Then the Transportation appropria-
tions bill, followed by the Health Plan-
ning and Resources Development amend-
ments under an open rule of 1 hour
of general debate.

We will then go to the Monetary Con-
trol Act of 1979, also 1 hour of general
debate.

Then we will go to the disapproval
resolution of the President’'s recommen-
dation to extend certain waiver author-
ity under the Trade Act of 1974 with re-
spect to Romania.

Then we would hope to take up the
Department of Defense authorization
for fiscal 1980 and the Export Admin-
istration Act amendments of 1979. On
the latter a rule has already been adopt-
ed. On the Department of Defense Au-
thorization it will be necessary to grant
a rule.

On Thursday and the balance of the
week we hope to consider the maritime
authorizations for fiscal 1980 under a 1-
hour rule and the Nurses Training
Amendments of 1979 under a 1-hour rule,
the Disability Insurance Amendments of
1979 under a modified 1-hour rule, the
Consolidated Farm and Rural Develop-
ment Act amendments under a 1-hour
open rule, the unemployment compen-
sation regarding per diem compensation
subject to the granting of a rule.

Also subject to the granting of a rule,
the Postal Service Act of 1979 and a
measure to increase the Coast Guard en-
forcement of laws on the importation of
controlled substances.

I think it is important to call to the
Members’' attention the fact that the
House will be in session until at least
7 pm. on all days except Friday. We
will adjourn by 3 o'clock on Friday.

Mr. ASHBROOK. I notice that my
friend, the majority leader, has outlined
a very extensive schedule. I noticed also
his voice had a certain amount of inflec-
tion and emphasis when he said at least
7 o'clock every evening. It would seem
we have a very long workweek ahead.
Do we have any indication how late we
will work on Wednesday, our normally
late working day?

Mr. WRIGHT. I would suggest it
would be somewhat later than T o'clock.
We do have a busy schedule to complete.
I think the gentleman recognizes that
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the Congress faces the responsibility to
complete a great range of activities be-
fore the beginning of the statutory Au-
gust recess or home district work period.
It is incumbent upon us I think, there-
fore, to stay on the job and do our duty.

There are obviously going to be some
recommendations made to the Congress
by the President of the United States
next Sunday evening, and some of this
undoubtedly may claim priority for our
actions before the adjourning of the
Congress for the August break. So we
do have a full slate and I think Members
really ought to expect that we will be
in session until late every evening except
Fridays.

Mr. ASHBROOK. I thank my colleague
and friend, and I guess the old adage ap-
plies to be forewarned, we do know we
have a lot of work ahead as our sched-
ule indicates.

I thank the majority leader for giv-
ing us that information.

AUTHORIZING THE CLERKE TO
RECEIVE MESSAGES AND THE
SPEAKER TO S'GN ENROLLED
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS
DULY PASSED, NOTWITHSTAND-
ING ADJOURNMENT

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that, notwithstand-
ing any adjournment of the House until
Monday, July 16, 1979, the Clerk be au-
thorized to receive messages from the
Senate, and that the Speaker be au-
thorized to sign any enrolled bills and
joint resolutions duly passed by the two
Houses and found truly enrolled.

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

There was no objection.

ADJOURNMENT TO MONDAY,
JULY 16, 1979

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that when the House
adjourns today it adjourn to meet at
12 noon on Monday next.

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

Tthere was no objection.

DISPENSING WITH CALENDAR
WEDNESDAY BUSINESS ON
WEDNESDAY NEXT

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that any business
scheduled for consideration under the
Calendar Wednesday rule shall be dis-
pensed with on Wednesday next.

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

There was no objection.

[ 1500
CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R, 2729,
NATIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDATION

AUTHORIZATION ACT FOR FISCAL
YEAR 1980

Mr. BROWN of California. Mr. Speak-
er, I call up the conference report on
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the bill (H.R. 2729) to authorize appro-
priations for activities of the National
Science Foundation, and for other
purposes.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER, Pursuant to the pro-
visions of clause 2, rule XXVIII, the con-
ference report is considered as having
been read.

(For conference report and statement,
see proceedings of the House of July 10,
1979.)

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
California (Mr. Brown) will be recog-
nized for 30 minutes, and the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. Asaerook) will be rec-
ognized for 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from California (Mr. BROWN).

Mr. BROWN of California. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, the House and Senate
conferees have resolved the differences
in the House and Senate versions of H.R.
2729, the National Science Foundation
Authorization Act for fiscal year 1980.

‘When the Senate acted on the original
House version, it struck all after the en-
acting clause and substituted new lan-
guage. This substitution produced a
number of differences for the conferees
to resolve.

The conference report and statement
of managers on the bill were printed in
the Recorp on Tuesday, July 10, and
give the detailed results of the many
agreements reached. Since the details
are in print, I will not repeat them, but
I will give a very brief summary that
highlights those features of the compro-
mise that deserve emphasis.

First, however, I want to thank my
colleagues on the committee of confer-
ence for the genuinely constructive atti-
tude that made reasonable and equitable
resolution practical. I especially recog-
nize the distinguished chairman of the
Committee on Science and Technology,
the gentleman from Florida (Mr. Fu-
QUa), the ranking minority member of
that committee, the gentleman from
New York (Mr. WypLER), and the rank-
ing minority member of the Subcom-
mittee on Science, Research, and Tech-
nology, the gentleman from New Jersey
(Mr. HOLLENBECK) .
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The compromise bill retains all provi-
sions of either bill, Where dollar amounts
differed, the compromise amount lies be-
tween the two proposed figures. The
House total was $999.34 million, the Sen-
ate total was $1,009.5 million, and the
conference total is $1,007.7 million. I
have a table here summarizing action on
the major line items, and, without ob-
jection, I will submit it for the record.

The House had made increases from
the NSF request in several items intended
to apply science to practical problems.
The House version included modest in-
creases to counter the hazards of earth-
quakes, to improve the lives of the han-
dicapped, to encourage appropriate tech-
nology, and to stimulate the use of sci-
ence resources in policymaking by State
governments.

The House increases were more than
offset by small decreases from the re-
quest in two basic research categories,
and a $15.5 million decrease in biological,
behavioral, and social sciences. The Sen-
ate, on the other hand, feeling strongly
about the biological sciences and sci-
ence education, made increases in these
areas; in all other areas it approved the
Foundation’s original budget request.

The overall result of the various com-
promising adjustments made by the con-
ferees was that the House retained half
or more of each of the additions it had
made, while the Senate obtained as-
surance that important programs in
physiology, cellular and molecular biol-
ogy, and neural science, would not be
severely cut.

The individual line item adjustments
left intact the U.S. Antarctic program,
and the NSF planning and management
budget. They added somewhat to the
directorate that manages science policy,
to the applied science directorate and to
science education. The rest of the pro-
grams, all representing basic research,
were cut below what the President had
requested. Nevertheless, these cuts still
leave & margin over last year's appropri-
ation to absorb some of the impact of
inflation.

I believe that the bill, as modified in
conference, represents a realistic and
sensible compromise, and I urge its
adoption by the House.

NSF authorization—conference fiscal year 1980 broad categories*
[Dollars in millions]

Category

House Benate

Mathematical and Physlcal Sclences and
Engineering
Astronomical, Atmospheric,
Ocean Sciences
Blological,
Sclences
U.S, Antarctic Program
Science Education
Applied Sclence and Research Applica-
tlons
Bclentific,

Earth and

Technologleal

tional AfTairs
Program Development and Management.
Special Foreign Currency

and Interna-

* Floors and ceilings are not included in this table,
Note—NSF request is same as Senate amount, except the request for BBS is $173.5 mil-
lion, the request for science education is $84.7 million, and the total request is $1006 million.

$293.37 8205. 65

241.47 243. 36
158.0
56.0
B86.2

176.56
55.0
86.2

70.9 62.4

25.8
59.6
6.0

$1009.5

28.8
59.6

6.0
8099, 34
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Mr. BAUMAN. Mr, Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BROWN of California. I yield to
the gentleman from Maryland.

Mr. BAUMAN. Mr. Speaker, the gen-

tleman from California has shown me
courtesies on many occasions, and I ap-
preciate that. I can understand his
ability to speak for the minority on his
committee, but there are many Mem-
bers who have left the Chamber some
time ago under the impression that leg-
islative business had been concluded. The
majority leader made that statement
only a few moments ago. I am not sure
that some Members might have some in-
terest in what the gentleman has pro-
posed.
Mr, BROWN of California. The gen-
tleman is quite correct. I thought I had
adequately cleared that. If I made a mis-
take, I would be happy to withdraw my
request.

Mr. BAUMAN. The gentleman from
Maryland has no way of knowing what
other Members have been discommoded
by this being brought up. The disrup-
tion of the schedule is bad enough.

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

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

Mr. ASHBROOEK. Mr. Speaker, as a
general matter we have known this con-
ference report was filed since last week.
Has it not been available since that
time? I know I have had it in my pos-
session. I forget whether it was Tues-
day or Wednesday of last week.

Mr. BROWN of California. It was
filed on Tuesday.

Mr. ASHBROOEK. So, I would simply
say, as in the past, I think many of our
amendments lose a little bit in confer-
ence. On balance, I think it is fair to
say that there is a cut that has been
made, not as deep as the gentleman from
Ohio might like, and probably not as
deep as my colleague from Maryland
might like, but the conference commit-
tee did go halfway.

While my amendments were basically
to one section, as I understand it, some
of the cuts are spread throughout the
bill. I have no objection to that. I would
have cut them a little bit deeper, but I
recognize the circumstances under
which the gentleman operates. While I
would not vote for the conference re-
port, I certainly understand.

Mr. BROWN of California. I appreci-
ate the gentleman's courtesy in this mat-
ter, and I apologize to the gentleman
from Maryland.

Mr. BAUMAN. There is no need to
apologize to the gentleman from Mary-
land. The only point I was making was
that the Members were under the im-
pression that when 3 o’clock came busi-
ness was concluded. I think a lot of the
Members were under that impression. I
do not think anyone was disturbed by
this, but the point is, that we have had
a tough week and there is another tough
week coming up. I am not addressing
my remarks to the gentleman from
California, but obviously the Members
should be given better notice.

Mr. ASHBEROOK. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.
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Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to this
conference report. When this bill was
before the House earlier this year this
Chamber wisely limited the increase in
the biological, behavioral, and social
sciences. The margin of support for that
limit was a decisive 45 votes. We now
have the conference report that shows
that $12 million has been restored to the
increase in this part of the bill.

I fail to see what the National Science
Foundation has done in the last few
months to merit any change of this
House’s opinion on increasing their
funding. I would like to share with my
colleagues some projects that have been
approved just since March of this year.

THE SHADOW ENOWS

In April the NSF signed away $52,739
to study “person perception and social
behavior.” This is an extension of a re-
search project that has been funded
since 1976. The project is concerned with
a person's view of himself/herself and
others as psychological beings. The
startling interim conclusion is that “An
individual’s view of people is essentially
the commonsense psychology each of us
has developed as a result of our experi-
ence with people.” I am certainly glad
to know that whether we like someone
or not has something to do with our ex-
periences with them.

The project goes on to ask such major
questions as “Will a gentle and kind per-
son also be thought to be sincere?” The
project hopes to use new scaling methods
to come up with what associations we
make with each trait, even using free
association based in works of literature.
I think we can all wait for this “excit-
ing research" to be completed.

DIVORCE AS A CHANGE IN LIFESTYLE

In March 1979 the NSF approved a
$60,584 project to study changes in the
lifestyles of people who are divorced.
The project will try to show that there is
a linkage between changes in taste and
changes in patterns of time use and con-
sumption patterns. This is quite a new
concept. Can you imagine that without
the NSF spending $60,000 we might not
realize that consumption might change
with taste, and that changes in marital
status might have some impact on this?
The project is called “crucial.” I think it
is time for the NSF to study their use of
adjectives in their project descriptions.

INCUMBENCY INSURANCE

The NSF is now in the business of
helping State legislatures to meet the
growing demands of legislation. In what
is called a “staff weak” situation the
NSF is shipping $30,000 to New York so
that “legislative leaders could get quick
response to their emergency calls for
help in meeting legislative energy crises,
and providing a consultative and train-
ing service for legislators concerned with
energy programs. I cannot believe that
we are now placing the American tax-
payers in a position of having to bail out
overburdened legislatures through the
NSF.

We have revenue sharing, and we have
other grant programs for the States, to
help local governments meet their needs.
To say that incumbents need issue back-
up to appear more knowledgeable to the
voters is one thing, to say that we should
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use Federal tax dollars so these legis-

lators can avoid going back to their own

voters for the money is quite another.
IT IS CALLED COLLEGE

In May 1979 the NSF sent off $39,996 to
help develop “A-‘ Multidisciplinary Pro-
gram To Improve Reasoning of Fresh-
man.” In the old days this was known as
a 4-year liberal arts undergraduate
school. Now it is called a freshman ab-
stract reasoning program (FAR) and is
based on the theories of psychologist
Jean Piaget. This project implements a
common interdisciplinary problem solv-
ing experience. I do not argue that some
innovation in education techniques is
desirable.

However, for the NSF to honor one
college's innovation over another is to
say that they have some magical way of
knowing ahead of time which trend in
education will contribute the most to the
educational development of this Na-
tion. I submit that to use tax money for
this purpose subverts the parental pre-
rogative of supporting the colleges of
their choice.

In these cases and others I have men-
tioned, whenever the NSF funding comes
before the House, I have tried to show
that tax dollars are not being used
wisely. I am not against the search for
knowledge, nor am I opposed to the Gov-
ernment assisting in such major pro-
grams as space exploration or the fight
against cancer. However, I think we can
draw the line on those areas where the
course of history has shown that indi-
viduals, not Government grantsmanship
experts, have built the base for modern
thought.

The evolution of philosophy, of eco-
nomic theory, of psychology, and of
many of the other social sciences has
come from individual or joint private in-
itiatives. The vitality of the history of
thought is based on its diversity and its
freedom.

To think for a minute that review
boards and grants can outdo the actions
of one person coming up with a new
thought is to discount what mankind is
all about. We do not have the luxury of
unlimited resources to support the think-
ing process of a select few. Every time
we spend an additional dollar of tax
money we are limiting, either through
increased taxation or government-in-
duced inflation, the freedom of someone
else to have the leisure to do things in-
stead of just making ends meet.

Most of our citizens would love to get
just a little ahead on payments or to
build up some savings so they could have
the leisure time to help their community,
spend time with their families, or even
write that short story that has been in
the back of their mind. It is through
these actions that a civilization moves
forward. It should.-not be up to the Gov-
ernment to anoint one person over an-
other to reach this position in life.

We must also recognize that, no mat-
ter what the social scientists say, the so-
cial sciences are not objective. There is
controversy in each of its flelds about
what is the “right” position. There are
different economic theories, different in-
terpretations of history, and now even
differing views on what is normal be-
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havior. For the Government to fund
projects in these fields is to inevitably
subsidize one view over another.

In effect, we use tax dollars to stack
the academic deck. To be blind to this
situation would be just as dangerous as
to consciously decide in favor of one set
of views over another. Thought control
is a very dangerous concept, but we all
know that those researchers with the
connections and the resources have the
upperhand in academia. So Federal sub-
sidy is a subtle form of this type of con-
trol. It is a gquestionable activity for this
government to be involved in and it is
one we can put a stop to by cutting back
on its lifeline of tax dollars.

In closing I would like to call my col-
leagues’ attention to two items that
came across my desk just yesterday. One
is something every office receives, the
“Daily Congressional Notification of
Grants and Contracts Awarded” by the
National Science Foundation. In that
notification was a grant to the Center
for Philosophy and Public Policy for
$89,113 to study “Intergenerational Eth-
ics and National Energy Policy.”

In just driving to work each day I
can see that this energy crisis is affect-
ing people of all ages. The gas lines have
created probably the best integrated and
cross-cultural event in recent history.
If the Government's answer is to spend
$89,113 to study it, then we should say
that the Congress answer is to stop it.

Another item was a letter from Mr.
Atkinson with a clipping on social sci-
ence exchanges with China. The theme
of the article is how valuable the Chinese
experience with social issues is to the

future developments of the social sci-
ences in this country. I fail to see how the
slaughter of millions of people by the
Communist Chinese has applications in

the United States. If America’s social
scientists feel the Chinese method of
population control can contribute sub-
stantially to our own policy then I sug-
gest the NSF fund some study on why
this Congress continues to support such
nonsense,

® Mr. HOLLENBECK. Mr. Speaker, I
rise in support of the conference report
to the National Science Foundation Act
of 1980 and would like to associate myself
with the remarks made by my colleague
from New York (Mr. WYDLER).

As was noted, for three of the five Di-
rectorates for which there was a differ-
ence between the House and the Senate
bills the conferees accepted or favored
the House’s recommendations. With re-
gard to the Directorate of Biological,
Behavorial, and Social Sciences—where
the conferees adopted the bulk of the
Senate figures—I would concur with my
colleague’s point that this compromise
reflects the intent of the House as ex-
pressed in the debate of the original bill.
At that time, it was clearly the intent
not to detract from the biological and
behavorial sciences. Yet, the House bill
as passed would have unfairly penalized
these programs within the Directorates.

Let me illustrate the importance of the
programs which would have been
severely affected by the original bill. One
such program within that Directorate is
the environment biology program which
undertakes a major study of the carbon
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dioxide production and transformation
in the atmosphere and the relationship
to the biological carbon cycle represented
by the photosynthesis in trees and other
plants. The resolution of the carbon cycle
issues will have a tremendous impact
upon future energy and agricultural
policies.

For example, should the research im-
plicate fossil fuels as a causal agent in
worldwide climinate change through the
“greenhouse effect,” we could be forced
to drastically cut back the use of fossil
fuels. In particular coal, which is our
major untapped domestic energy source,
would be drastically affected. If, on the
other hand, it turns out that land clear-
ing of tropical forests and deforestation
worldwide is a major cause of increased
carbon dioxide, then we may have to
drastically revise our estimates of poten-
tial world agricultural production be-
cause of the above-mentioned climate
change.

However the research turns out, the
results will be of enormous importance in
the middle- and long-term future. If only
we had those answers now. Imagine the
tremendous effect that it would have in
helping to prepare our current energy
and agricultural policies. Unfortunately,
in our ignorance we must proceed by
guess and good luck until the answers
are provided by such research conducted
by the National Science Foundation. Yet,
this program would have been severely
affected by the original House NSF
authorization.

Mr. Speaker, as one of the managers
in this conference, I want to point out
that in no way is this bill a “sellout to
the Senate.” We succeeded in reducing
the Senate authorization levels in sev-
eral cases and the tradeoff we received
by accepting a compromise nearer the
Senate figure on the Biological, Behav-
iorial, and Social Science Directorate
makes it possible to continue some enor-
mously important research.

Still, I think that the National Science
Foundation should look at the passage
of the Ashbrook amendment as a clear
warning. There are a lot of crazy titles
for research proiects which are not easily
understood or appreciated. The classic

.example is the project entitled “The Sex-

life of the Screwworm.” Time and again
on the House floor we have reiterated the
importance of that study demonstrating
that as a result of the research a very
costly cattle parasite in Texas has been
virtually eleiminated.

From its title alone, however, it is not
easy for a nonscientist to comprehend
the importance of that study. Scientists
must learn to write titles and the lan-
guage for their projects in a clear fash-
ion. This is perhaps particularly true in
the social sciences, where appalling jar-
gon creeps into what is used to describe
essentially commonplace situations for
which perfectly good simple English
words are readily available. T am in no
way denying the importance of soecial
science research. However, I would think
that, considering some of the more out-
rageous jargon that social scientists use,
it would be appropriate for the NSF
to recommend or re~uire a basic English
course for many of its grantees.

One must also recognize that many
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times the subjects that are dealt with are
highly technical, necessitating the use of
specialized languages that have been de-
veloped to describe specific situations
with greater precision than is attain-
able through ordinary expressions and
phrases. Given this situation, it is of
great importance that the NSF take a
much stronger initiative in getting these
important new concepts across to the
public.

These important subjects can and
should be appreciated by nonscientists.
But the scientific community is asking
society to dip into its pocket and support
its activities, without being provided with
a clear and simple explanation of what
these projects are, why they should be
supported, and what long-term intellec-
tual and economic benefits may be ob-
tained. As I see it, this function should
be a primary role of the National Sci-
ence Foundation. They should serve as a
bridge between the scientific community
and the general public.

In conclusion, I would like to point
out that while basic research is enor-
mously important for the future health
of our economy, we must also recognize
that we all have to learn to live with a
little bit less during this time of eco-
nomic recession.

It will not be easy for anyone and the
scientific community must share in this
general austerity as much as any other
sector of the economy. Research proj-
ects must be carefully chosen and I
would agree with my colleague from
New York that the NSF must take par-
ticular care to assure that its projects
have great promise for the highest long-
term benefits, both in intellectual and
economic capacities.

Basic research is tremendously im-
portant but frivolous research concepts
cannot be supported when we are mak-
ing major adjustments and changes in
the long-term direction of our economic
and social environment. We are moving
into a generation of limited world re-
sources, while, at the same time, we are
confronted with growing world demands.
This provides us with tremendous op-
portunities in the field of research.

Mr. Speaker, let me just say that I be-
lieve that this compromise with the Sen-
ate is sound. It does, I believe, truly
reflect the wishes of the House. I urge
my colleagues to adopt the report of
the conference committee.®
® Mr. FUQUA. Mr. Speaker, I rec-
ommend adoption of the conference re-
port for H.R. 2729, the National Science
Foundation authorization for 1980. De-
spite the very significant difference be-
tween the House and Senate versions of
the bill, the conferees achieved a realistic
and fair compromise. The compromise
retained all of the applied science man-
dates in the House bill, but reduced the
sums provided for them. I believe we can
accept those cuts in lieu of removing the
programs altogether and by this means
gain a second opportunity to review the
programs after a year of operation.

The gentleman from California (Mr.
Brown) has briefly described and char-
acterized the compromise. I would like
to add a few remarks on some of the
specific program adjustments made in
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report language that will affect the budg-
eting of funds.

The House instruction regarding
scientific instrumentation was preserved.
It requires the Foundation to develop ob-
jective measures of the status of scientific
equipment in the United States and the
need for equipment updating. In ex-
change, the Senate provision was pre-
served for setting aside $3 million worth
of instrumentation funds specifically for
grants to 2- and 4-year colleges for small
research equipment.

The Senate also recognized the con-
cern expressed by House conferees over
any sudden restructuring of the science
faculty professional development pro-
gram. As a result, they receded from their
support of an NSF request to redirect the
program grants for research sabbaticals.
The Foundation wished to substitute a
whole new program of institutes and con-
ferences and give a larger group of much
shorter research sabbatical awards.

In the compromise, it was agreed that
80 percent of the faculty development
budget would be retained for the custo-
mary year-long grants and only 20 per-
cent for a pilot project of the sort de-
scribed by the Foundation. This pilot pro-
gram will be tried and evaluated before
any further attempt is made to change
the nature of the larger program.

Finally, I wish to call attention to the
Resource Centers for Science and Engi-
neering. The purpose of these centers is
to promote increased entry into science
careers by minorities and low-income
citizens. One center has already been
established, and a second will be started
with 1979 funds. The Foundation re-
quested funds to start a third in 1980.

The Senate had authorized a third
center but agreed with the House con-
ferees that an evaluation of the three
centers would be performed before any
further support is contemplated beyond
1980. We want to determine how well the
concept is working before committing
money that could be used in alternative
science programs designed for minority
citizens.

Mr. Speaker, it is gratifying to observe
that the tradition of treating science and
engineering as a nonpartisan subject
has been well preserved in these negotia-
tions, and I wish to pay particular re-
spect to the wisdom and objectivity of my
minority colleagues, the gentleman from
New York (Mr. WypLeEr) and the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. HoLLEN-
BECK) and to their counterparts on the
Senate conference delegation. With their
assistance and advice, we have obtained
a balanced and workable authorization
document.@
® Mr. WYDLER. Mr. Speaker, I urge
the House to accent today the confer-
ence report on H.R. 2729, the National
Science Foundation Authorization Act
for fiscal year 1980 of which I was one
of the managers. Let me say that T he-
lieve we have reached a sound com-
rromise between the provisions of the
bills passed by the two sevarate Houses
and, as usual in this situation, we had
to yield on some points but many of
our central recommendations were ac-
cepted.

Mr. Speaker, as I emphasized in my
floor remarks when this bill was orig-
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inally debated, research is very impor-
tant to the fundamental economic
health of this Nation. In the interim,
since we debated that bill, our economy
has turned steadily downward. Admit-
tedly, research will not immediately turn
this situation around, but it does have
the potential to cure the fundamental
ilis which are plaguing our economic
system at this time.

While it is important to continue sup-
port for basic and applied research
through agencies such as the National
Science Foundation, at the same time
we must recognize that this is a time
of fiscal austerity. Projects chosen for
suprort must be chosen carefully so as
to provide the maximum long-term
payoff. I would urge the Fouadation,
even as we support its basic mission
here, to fully review its mission so that
as a society we continue to get the
maximum social benefits from tkis re-
search over the long term. While we can-
not afford to stop supporting research,
neither can there be any fat in our
research budget.

Mr. Speaker, I urge the House to
adopt the compromise represented in
the conference report. For the reasons
I explained earlier I believe that as a
body we have more than gained an even
bargain with the Senate.®

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. BROWN of California. Mr. Speak-
er, I ask unanimous consent that all
Members may have 5 legislative days
within which to revise and extend their
remarks on the conference report under
consideration.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia?

There was no objection.

Mr. BROWN of California. Mr. Speak-
er, I move the previous question on the
conference report.

The previous question was ordered.

The conference report was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

JULIA K. ARRI, NATIONAL PRESI-
DENT-ELECT OF BPW

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

Mr. LLOYD. Mr. Speaker, on Thurs-
day, July 26, a good friend and constitu-
ent, Julia K. Arri, will be installed as
president of the National Federation of
Business and Frofessional Women's
Clubs, Inc. It would be very difficult to
live in the Pomona Valley area for very
long without knowing about Julia. She
has not only made her mark as a very
active community leader, but has also
worked hard on issues that transcend her
own locality. Her amazing vitality and
determination have put her on the front
line, and while her many involvements
have been personally rewarding for her,

they have meant even more to the peo-
ple, and particularly the women, she

has helped—from Girl Scouts to highly
successful professional women.
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BPW is very fortunate to have Julia
at the helm, as she brings an impressive
history of experience and success to the
office. As the following account of her
career indicates, her term is bound to
be an exciting one, marked by progress,
achievement, and a lot of hard work.

An article follows:

JurLia K. ARRI, NATIONAL PRESIDENT-ELECT

Julia K. Arri, a Claremont, California,
business woman is Fresident-elect of The
National Federation of Business and Profes-
sional Women's Clubs, Inc. (BPW). She was
elected at BPW’'s National Convention In
July 1977 and sits on BPW’'s National Board
of Directors as well as the Board of Trustees
of the Business and Professional Women's
Foundation.

The owner of her own firm speclalizing in
accounting, financial planning and taxatlon,
Mrs. Arrie attended the University of Calli-
fornia and has continued her education
through management seminars, leadership
courses, economics seminars and a Iiberal
arts colloquium at Claremont College Grad-
uate School.

Since she joined BPW in 1951, Mrs. Arri
has served in many capacities at the local
and state levels and has held four national
offices prior to her election as President-
elect. A past president of the Pomona BPW
Club and the California BPW Federation,
she has served on National Convention Com-
mittees, as National Personal Development
Chairman, and on the National Equal Rights
Amendment Ratification Fundraising Com-
mittee.

Through her BPW involvement, she has
been instrumental in instituting personal
development programs, leadership develop-
ment courses, and vocational guidance clinics
for teenage girls. During her activities as a
national officer Mrs. Arrl has worked with
local clubs to motivate women to change
careers, upgrade their abilities and take ad-
vantage of continuing education for new
careers.

Mrs. Arri served as at-large delegate to the
first National Women's Conference in Hou-
ston during November 1977.

She served on the Advisory Board for Con-
tinuing Education at Claremont College and
is a past chairman of the board. She serves
on the Attorney General's Voluntary Ad-
visory Council, is a past president of the
Quota Club and Executive Secretaries, Inc.,
and is a member of the National and Califor-
nia Association of Parliamentarians and the
League of Women Voters. She is & member of
the Board of Directors of the Spanish Tralls
Girl Scout Council and the YWCA.

Mrs. Arri entered California politics in 1972
as a candidate for the 49th District Assembly
seat and has served on the Democratic State
Central Committee. She has conducted polit-
ical action seminars throughout the United
States.

In 1859 and 1970, Mrs. Arri was selected as
‘“Woman of the Year" by the Pomona BPW
Club and in 1977 she recelved the Woman
Achiever Award from the San Gabrlel Valley,
California, Club. She appears in the Bicen-
tennial Edition of “Community Leaders and
Noteworthy Americans.” @

THE RISE IN HOSPITAL COSTS

(Mr. WALGREN asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks and include extraneous matter.)

Mr. WALGREN. Mr. Speaker, as the
Ways and Means Committee seems al-
most deadlocked over the issue of hospi-
tal cost containment, I thought two bills
sent to me by a constituent would be in-
teresting for other Members to see.
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They are hospital bills for identical
operations—only 19 months apart—for
the extraction of wisdom teeth first for
his son and then his daughter. Each had
two teeth removed.

In the 19 months, the hospital bill
had risen from $658 to $985—an increase
of 50 percent.

The only difference in service provided
between these two hospital stays was the
addition of a $50 fee for inhalation
therapy.

A letter and copies of the bills fcellow:

Mrt. LEBANON, Pa.,
May 10, 1979.
OFFICE OF CONSUMER AFFAIRS,
Reporter's Building,
Washington, D.C.

GENTLEMEN: For whatever purpose it may
serve, enclosed, herewith, coples of four
hospital bills. I am sending you these to
show the comparison of what has happened
to hospital charges in just two years for ba-
sically identical situations.

Each of the two bills represents charges
for the same operation—extraction of two
wisdom teeth. The first two were for my
daughter, the second two for my son.

Each involved taking the child in on a
Thursday afternoon and having him dis-
charged by 9:00 a.m. Saturday.

Except for “Inhalation therapy" ihe cate-
gories are all the same.

The surgeon’s blil, of course, was over and
above the<e charges. His bill remained con-
stant for all the operations. He charged 8250
per twenty minute operation, $1,000 for
eighty minutes of basic mechanies. If we
had not had Blue Bhield's “Prevailing Fee
Plan" his charge would have been $300. No
comment.

Hope this has been of some value to you.
As much as I am opposed to sociallzed
medicine, this strains my principles.

Very truly yours,

Summary of oayments_ .. ... ... ... __
Summary of:harges
Techhone
X-ray. .....
Operating room._
Anesthesia
Med-surg supl..
Pharmacy .
Med-surg sunl
. & C.: 2 days in S-4605 at 'I25.f
clay. ? total days .. _

ZEa
SRBEE3.

[
o -

Subtotal of charges ________

Summary of payments_._.______
Summary of charges:
Telephone. __
La

Anesthesia___

¥
Inhalation therapy. .
Mad Sur- supl
: 2 davs in S-6631
al 155fday. 2tolal days.. 310.00 310.00

Subtotal of charges __. 985.50 984.30 __.__._.

1 New.

ADMTNTSTRATION SEEKS TO PRE-
VENT HOUSE FROM WORKING ITS
WILL ON HR. 4040

(Mr. WHITE asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 min-
ute and to revise and extend his remarks
and include extraneous matter.)
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Mr. WHITE. Mr. Speaker, I want to
take this opportunity to acquaint the
Members of the House with a recent let-
ter from the Director of the Office of
Management and Budget, Mr. James T.
MclIntyre, Jr., to the chairman of the
Rules Committee. Mr. McIntyre, acting
for the administration, has in effect
asked the Rules Committee to prevent
the House from considering H.R. 4040,
the defense authorization bill for fiscal
year 1980, even under the open rule re-
quested, because the administration op-
poses certain portions of the bill that re-
late to Selective Service registration, the
nuclear carrier, and contracting out. The
clear implication of Mr. McIntyre's let-
ter should be disturbing to the House as
an institution.

I will place Mr. McIntyre's letter in the
Recorp hereafter, as well as chairman
Price's letter to Mr. McIntyre on this
matter. I ask unanimous consent to in-
clude this material at the end of my re-
marks.

I am not concerned that this intrusion
will influence the members of the Rules
Committee to act in a manner other than
they consider appropriate. What does
disturb me is this effort by the adminis-
tration to prevent the House from hav-
ing an opportunity to work its will on
legislation reported by the Committee on
Armed Services by a vote of 36 to 2.

I hope each Member of the House will
take the opportunity to review this un-
usual correspondence.

Thank you.

The correspondence follows:

COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES,
Washington, D.C. July 10, 1979.

Hon. James T. MCINTYRE, Jr.,

Director, Office of Management and Budget,
Ezxecutive Office of the President, Wash-
ington, D.C.

DeAR Mr. McINTYRE: I am in receipt of the
copy you forwarded to me of your letter to
the Honorable Richard Bolling, Chairman,
Committee on Rules, concerning H.R. 4040,
the Department of Defense authorization bill
for fiscal year 1980.

While I can appreciate your desire to pre-
sent the Administration's position forcefully,
particularly in those cases where the stated
opinions of important Executive Branch of-
ficlals are divided, such as on selective serv-
ice registration, I must say that I was sur-
prised by your letter.

The intent of the final paragraph of your
letter is not completely clear. It appears that
you are asking the Committee on Rules to
prevent the House from consldering the bill,
even under an open rule.

If, Indeed, that be the case, I know of no
prior example of a Director of the Bureau
of the Budget or the Office of Management
and Budget attempting to intercede officially
and directly with the Rules Committee in a
way that could prevent House consideration
of legislation recommended by the Armed
Services Committee. Such could only be per-
ceived as an unwarranted intrusion into the
procedures of the Legislative Branch.

It may be that the staff of your office is in-
sufficiently familiar with the rules of the
House. The open rule requested by the Com-
mittee on Armed Services would allow full
debate on all provisions of the bill and would
allow deletion of the nuclear aircraft carrler,
the selective service rezistra*icn provision,
or any other items—Iif a majority of the
House so voted. I cannot belleve that the
President or you would take the position
that a majority of the House should not be
entitled to work its will on the legislation.

HR. 4040 must be acted on promptly
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since under the law funds cannot be obli-
gated or expended for major defense programs
without enactment of an authorization bill.
Delay in granting a rule can only delay pas-
sage of a bill. I am confident that selective
service registration and the other issues
raised in your letter will be addressed rea-
sonably and fairly during normal floor debate
and the amendment process.

At a time when the President is trying to
rally support for a unified approach to press-
ing netional problems, your letter will make
more difficult efforts by responsible Demo-
crats to achieve a better working relation-
ship between Congress and the Executive
Branch. I hope the letter will not be a prece-
dent.

Sincerely,
Mervin Price, Chairman.
ExecUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT,
Washington, D.C., July 6, 1979.
Hon. RICHARD BOLLING,
Chairman, Committee on Rules,
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN : It 18 our understand-
ing that the Rules Committee will resume
consideration of the FY '80 Department of
Defense Authorization Bill, H.R. 4040, short-
1y after the Fourth of July recess.

The Administration 1s deeply concerned
about three provisions contained in this bill.

The first is the authorization of $2.094 bil-
lion for a fifth nuclear aircraft carrler. As
we stated last year and as our budget this
year demonstrates, the Administration is
committed to a strong, modern Navy as an
essential element of our national defense.
We do not bellieve that yet another nuclear
carrier is helpful in reaching that objective.
In fact, it would have just the opposite
effect as it diverts resources from other
more pressing Navy needs.

Second, we object to the provisions regard-
ing reinstatement of registration for the
draft. The Administration is opposed to reg-
istration. It is not necessary to impose this
burden on our nation and its youth when
there are effective ways to Improve the
capability of the Selectlve Service system so
that it can meet current needs.

Because reinstatement of registration
ralses issues of national importance, we be-
lieve that it deserves comprehensive consid-
eration and debate by both the Armed Serv-
ices Committee and the full House. This Is
made more difficult in our judgment, so
long as registration is tied to the military
program authorizations contalned in H.R.
4040 which should be acted upon promptly,
in light of the Congressional calendar and
the approach of the new fiscal year.

Third, we object to the serious manage-
ment impediments which would be caused
by Sections 801 and 805. Section 801 would
legislate an exemption for R&D activity from
the provisions of Circular A-76. We have
already suspended application of A-T6 to
these activities while we review the many
elements of R&D programs and capabllities
more fully, and we do not belleve that Sec-
tion BOl's blanket exemption is consistent
with sound management of this complex
subject. Section 805 requires advance notifi-
cation and a 30 legisiative day walting pe-
riod for any conversion from DOD to con-
tractor of commercial and Industrial type
functions. While the committee’s concern
about locality impact is certainly appropri-
ate, past experience in DOD has demon-
strated that there is no significant eco-
nomic imoact on the community when work
is converted from government to contract
rerformance at the same location. Because
we would anticipate more than a thousand
such actions (and associated cost studies,
which are now and would continue to be
provided independent to Section 805), this
new provision would conflict with orderly
management and procurement activities, par-
ticularly when Congress is not in session.




July 13, 1979

Thank you for allowing me the opportunity
to raise these issues at this time and for the
careful consideration that I know you and
yvour Committee will give to them. Obviously,
we would appreciate any appropriate assist-
ance you can give to help alleviate these
concerns.

Sincerely,
James T, MCINTYRE, Jr.,
Director.

SOLAR LEGISLATICN INTRODUCED

(Mr. OTTINGER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. OTTINGER. Mr. Speaker, Con-
gressman F1sH and I today are introduc-
ing legislation which will enact the rec-
ommendations of the President’s new
domestic policy in favor of solar energy.
This is legislation which goes no further
than the legislative recommendations
that he makes.

He incorporates the very fine legisla-
tion offered by the gentleman from North
Carolina (Mr. NEAL) to establish a solar
energy bank, and includes the tax credit
recommendations of the President.

Mr, Speaker, over the past year or so,
Congress and the American people wait-
ed for the President to announce his new
solar policy direction as a result of the
Cabinet level “Domestic Policy Review
of Solar Energy.” On June 20, 1979, the
President announced a solar goal for the
Nation, along with a series of adminis-
trative actions and some legislative pro-
posals to achieve that goal. We applaud
this goal of deriving 20 percent of our
energy needs by the year 2000 from the
Sun.

During joint hearings on June 21 be-
fore our Subcommittee on Energy Devel-
opment and Applications and the Energy
and Power Subcommittee, my friend and
New York colleague, Congressman
HamirTon FisH, Jr, and I stated our
pleasure that the President has finally
acted and in a positive fashion. The
initiatives he has proposed are a good
first step toward achieving the goal he
has set for the Nation. We are very op-
timistic about the role which solar energy
can play in reducing our reliance on
uncertain foreign oil supplies. Solar en-
ergy offers us a virtually inexhaustible
energy source that can be developed in
a manner consistent with our environ-
mental goals. In fact, it might just be
the deciding factor in whether we can
truly ever become energy independent.

Shortly, we intend to introduce, with
a number of our colleagues, legislation
which will go the next step—further than
the President's proposals—and author-
ize programs which will, if implemented,
actually meet the goal of 20 percent of
our energy being supplied by solar by the
year 2000.

However, as an interim step, and to in-
sure against further long delays in the
introduction of the President’s program,
we are todav introducing legislation. the
“Accelerated Solar Energy Utilization
Act of 1979,” which we believe represents
the President’s proposals as set forth in
his address and in Department of Energy
testimony.
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We believe that by beginning con-
gressional action immediately on these
mitment to addressing the Nation's en-
initiatives, we will demonstrate our com-
ergy problems in a responsible way and
with dispatch. Further, we have spe-
cifically avoided t—ing these initiatives to
the windfall profits tax or any specific
fund proposed to be set aside.

Included in this package is the solar
1 an’ %-ill introduced by the gen-
tleman from North Carolina (Mr. NEAL)
and which has been acted upon favor-
ably by his Banking, Currency, and
Housing Committee Subcommittee. He
weserves great credit for his creative
work and for the great efforts he has
made to enact this legislation over the
past 3 years.

If we are serious about a commitment
to solar energy, we cannot hamstring
these programs by unwisely making their
future dependent upon congressional ac-
tion on the windfall profits tax.

gria-r=

THE LATE KATHRYN ELIZABETH
GRANAHAN

(Mr. LEDERER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks) .

Mr. LEDERER. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today for the sad but honored task of
noting the passing of the first woman
Member of Congress from my home city
of Philadelphia.

Kathryn Elizabeth Granahan died
Tuesday, July 10, at the age of 84. She
was first elected to Congress to fill the
unexpired term of her husband, William
T. Granahan, and went on to establish
her own reputation in her 6 years here
serving on the Government Operations
and Post Office and Civil Service Com-
mittees. As chairman of the Postal Op-
erations Subcommittee, she spoke out
vizorously against pornographic ma-
terial in the mails and other abuses of
the postal system. When her seat was
lost in the redistricting of the 1960's, she
was appointed by President Kennedy as
Treasurer of the United States. She
served as Treasurer through November
1966 under President Johnson.

This was the formal public official the
books will always tell us about. But I
knew her as a Philadelphian and a local
leader much more significantly. As a
ward leader of the 52d ward, she became
a self-styled “mad hatter” waging her
own campaign to improve the image of
politicians in the City of Brotherly Love.
This fell in line with her pitched battles
here in the Congress. At her ward meet-
ings, she refused to serve alcoholic bever-
ages and, instead, served tea and cookies.
She represented her people and the peo-
ple of Philadelphia both in Washington
and back home in the highest traditions
of our political system and the Congress.

Mr. Speaker, fellow Members, today
we mark the passing of a leader and a
true representative of our ideals and
American wav of life. Kathryn Grana-
han’s career and life will serve as a guide
to younger Americans, especially yvoung
women seeking their careers in our re-
forming society. But she also served in
her life and will continue to serve as a
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strength to all of us who should and fry
to do our jobs the best way we know how
for those who elected us.

I ask the House to observe a moment
of silence to honor the passing of this
great Philadelphian and great American.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. CORCORAN. Mr. Speaker, last
night when the House voted on the final
passage of H.R. 4392, making appropria-~
tions for the Departments of State,
Justice, and Commerce, and the Judici-
ary, and related agencies for the fiscal
year ending September 30, 1980, I was
unavoidably absent. If I had been present,
I would have voted for the bill,

THE ADMINISTRATION ARMS CON-
TROL NEGOTIATIONS JEOPARD-
IZE U.S. SECURITY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from New York (Mr. Kemp) is
recognized for 5 minutes.
® Mr. KEMP. Mr. Speaker, although the
current hearings in the U.S. Senate on
the strategic arms limitation talks dom-
inate congressional attention, other
negotiations with the Soviet Union are
proceeding. Recent developments in one
of these negotiations, the comprehensive
test ban negotiations reveal that the ad-
ministration is willing to take grave risks
with long-term American security inter-
ests to reach quick agreement with the
Soviet Union to maintain the momentum
of détente.

Negotiations leading toward a com-
prehensive fest ban have been underway
for several years. One of the elements
negotiated with the Soviet Union to facil-
itate verification of Soviet compliance
with the terms of the agreement has been
an arrangement where American seismic
sensors—devices designed to detect small
tremors initiated by underground nu-
clear explosions—would be emplaced on
Soviet territory to record seismic events
on instruments American experts could
be confident would faithfully record
whether or not the Soviet Union was
complying with the terms of the agree-
ment. The Soviets have recently re-
nounced this agreement. Instead, they
insist that only Soviet equipment be in-
stalled for the benefit of the verification
of Soviet compliance for the United
States.

Despite the Soviet renunciation of
terms previously accepted, the Carter
administration refuses to cancel a visit
by Soviet scientists next month to
study—although espionage would be a
more appropriate term—American seis-
mic technology. In view of the Soviet
attitude toward verification expressed in
their rejection of the emplacement of
American seismic technology, it is essen-
tial that the Soviet visit be terminated.
Failure to do so will result in a com-
prehensive test ban which is irrevocably
flawed rendering it incapable of con-
gressional ratification. Should the Soviet
delegation be allowed to collect informa-
tion on the technical character of
American seismic sensor technology, the
opportunity to assure that we can verify
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lSoviet compliance with a CTB will be
ost.

This episode reflects that casual at-
titude toward verification of arms con-
trol agreements 1 have witnessed as a
member of the congressional delegation
to the strategic arms limitation talks.
I urge the President to terminate Soviet
scientific collection activities in connec-
tion with the CTB negotiations until
such time as the Soviets see fit to sup-
port a reasonable plan for the verifica-
tion of compliance with the terms of
CTE.e

SYNTHETIC FUELS DANGER TO
CLIMATE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Oregon, (Mr. WEAVER) is rec-
ognized for 10 minutes.
® Mr. WEAVER. Mr. Speaker, synfuels
will sharply increase the amount of
carbon dioxide in our atmosphere, a
danger to the world climate. Trees use
carbon dioxide, trees take carbon dioxide
from the atmosphere. So it makes sense
to plant more trees when we develop
synfuels.

Therefore, I will propose legislation
imposing royalties on minerals from
Federal lands to create a reforestation
fund to promote a measure to plant
trees in America.

I place in the Recorp the following
newspaper story on this subject:

[From the Washington Post, July 11, 1978]

SYNTHETIC FUueELs DANGER TO CLIMATE,
SCIENTISTS SAY

(By Joanne Omang)

Synthetic fuels might help solve the gaso-
line problem, but their use would acceler-
ate the carbon dloxide bulldup that is
threatening to overheat the earth’'s atmos-
phere, the Council on Environmental Qual-
ity warned yesterday.

In a report to the council, four environ-
mental scientists sald the danger from car-
bon dioxide is such that it should be con-
sldered as “an intrinsic part of any proposed
policy on energy."”

Large amounts of carbon dioxide are pro-
duced in the burning of any carbon fuel,
such as oll, gas or coal. In the atmosphere,
carbon dioxide absorbs Infrared radlation
and prevents it from escaping into space, the
sclentists’ report explained. This process is
often referred to as the greenhouse effect.

Although many complex factors affect the
climate, it 1s generally thought that the
result of continued carbon dioxide produc-
tion will be a warming of the atmosphere
“that will probably be conspicuous within
the next 20 years,” the report said. "If the
trend is allowed to continue, climate zones
will shift and agriculture will be displaced.”

Gordon J. MacDonald, environmental
studies professor at Dartmouth College, who
is one of the authors, sald In an interview
that large-scale use of synthetic fuels—
made from coal or oil shale—could cut the
time involved by half.

“We should start seelng the effect in 1990
without synthetic fuels . . . but if you use
them, the eflect would be much more pro-
nounced by 1990,"” he sald.

Synthetic fuels produce more carbon
dioxide than regular fuel because the amount
generated in their manufacture has to be
counted as well, MacDonald said. The report
estimated that for the same amount of heat,
synthetic fuels put out 1.4 times as much
carbon dioxide as coal, 1.7 times as much as
oll and 2.3 times as much as natural gas.
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Synthetic fuels are enjoylng a popularity
boom on Capitol Hill, where legislation is
pending that would boost thelr production
with funding of $2 billion and more.

A Department of Energy envircnmental
impact study of synfuels, not yet made pub-
lic, notes the high carbon dioxide emissions
but doss not relate them to the climate
guestion. In fact, the study says there is
“no absolute environmentally related con-
straint” on fuel conversion processes now
known. DOE is studylng carbon dioxide
buildup but not in this context.

The relationship to climate is contro-
versial. MacDonald, along with scientists
George M. Woodwell, Roger Revelle and C.
David Keeling, said in the CEQ study that
the warming trend is sure even without
synthetic fuels and that it could result in
the melting of the west Antarctic ice cap in
about 200 years. That would raise the sea
level worldwide by about 20 feet, flooding
most coastal areas.

Other sclentists are more cautious. "We're
still not completely sure there is a carbon
dioxide problem,” sald Lester Machta, di-
rector of the air resources laboratory at the
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Admin-
istration. It is known that carbon dioxide
is increasing at the rate of 3 to 4 percent
per year now and at that rate will double
its concentration in the atmosphere by about
2030, he sald.

“But we don't know how much gets ab-
sorbed into the ocean . .. we're not sure of
our climate [computer] models...and then
if there is a warming maybe it's an advan-
tage,” Machta continued. Although the CEQ
group and other scientists said world agri-
cultural patterns could be disrupted as the
weather changes, Machta noted that the

growing season would be lengthened in some
areas, such as Canada and central Russia.
Scientlists agree that if there is & warming
trend from carbon dioxide buildup, it could
still be reversed if enough of mankind cut
back on burning fossil fuels soon enough.

“If we walt to prove that the climate is
warming before we take steps to alleviate
the carbon dioxide buildup, the effects will
be well under way and still more difficult to
control,” the CEQ scientists said.

They recommended that the United States
embark on a four-part program: acknowl-
edge the problem and relate it to all future
energy decisions; pursue conservation of
fossil fuels; choose natural gas or other
low-emitting fuels, such as nuclear power
or solar energy, over coal or synthetics, and
promote extensive reforestation to increase
the amount of carbon dioxide taken out of
the air by plants.

CEQ acting chairman Gus Speth sald the
report was “very important and cannot be
ignored." He added that the council “takes
the carbon dioxide problem very seriously
and intends to pursue it."”

The CEQ is a three-member commission
set up in 1969 to advise the president on en-
vironmental problems and to recommend
measures to deal with them.@

AIR BAGS SAVE LIVES

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Florida (Mr. NerLsoN) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.
® Mr. NELSON. Mr. Speaker, the Na-
tional Association of Insurance Com-
missioners—NAIC—the organization for
State insurance regulatory officials held
its annual meeting last week in Chicago.
This yvearly event provides the commis-
sioners with a forum to debate and take
positions on issues which relate to in-
surance. From time to time the NAIC
adopts resolutions which bear on Federal
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matters. In one of the resolutions en-
acted last week, the commissioners
agreed among themselves to convey to
their congressional delegations the
NAIC’s strong support for the Depart-
ment of Transportation's passive re-
straint standard. This standard provides
for the installation of automatic crash
protection—air bags or passive seat
belts—in passenger cars beginning in
model year 1982. The standard has been
subjected to exhaustive administrative,
congressional, and judicial review.

‘I'ne NAIC resolution was drafted and
introduced by Bill Gunter, Florida in-
surance commissioner and former
Member of Congress from Florida's
Fifth District. It is especially note-
worthy that Gunter chairs the NAIC’s
auto insurance cost containment task
force since the passive restraint stand-
ard will do much to assist insurers in
keeping down costs.

I am pleased that the insurance com-
missioners, with their unique perspec-
tive as regulators have joined the list
of those groups who have concluded
that automatic crash protection is the
most reliable and cost effective means
to reduce both the frightening death
toll and the staggering economic waste
associated with auto crashes.

I attach the NAIC resolution on pas-
sive restraints so that each of you will
be prepared to discuss this matter when
contacted by your State insurance com-
missioners:

NAIC AUTOMOBILE INSURANCE (D3) SUBCOM-
MITTEE RESOLUTION ON PASSIVE RESTRAINT

Whereas, on January 20, 1976, the NAIC
adopted a resolution urging the Department
of Transportation to promulgate, without
further delay, Motor Vehicle Safety Stand-
ard 208 requiring passive restraints to be in-
stalled in all new cars at the earliest pos-
sible date; and

Whereas, in May of 1977, the Department
of Transpcrtation adopted the passive re-
straint standard, finding that full imple-
mentation thereof will save 9,000 lives each
year and prevent hundreds of thousands of
serious injuries; and

Whereas, the Department of Transporta-
tion found that in addition to the life
saving and injury reducing benefits of the
passive restraint standard, implementation
thereof would produce substantial benefits
to soctety, generally, including Insurance
cost savings; and

Whereas, many insurers currently offer
discounts on first party injury coverages for
passive restraint equipped cars because of
the economic benefits attributable to the
standard; and

Whereas, bodlly injury labillity costs will
be reduced substantially over the period of
time during which the passive restraint re-
quirement is being implemented; and

Whereas, in October of 1977, the United
States Congress refused to overturn the
standard under veto authority granted to
it in the Motor Vehicle Safety Act, with
two-thirds of the Senate endorsing the DOT
decision; and

Whereas, on June 12, 1978, the NAIC
adopted the findings and resolutions of the
Cost Containment Task Force of the Auto-
mobile Insurance (D3) Subcommittee which
included, among other things, a finding that
the lack of adequate crashworthiness and
occupant protection had significantly con-
tributed to the 48,000 vehicle accident deaths
and 1.9 million disabling Injuries in 1977,
and a resolution urging that passive re-
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stralnts be made avallable to the public
earlier than required by the DOT, and that
DOT continue to work to improve occupant
protection in high speed crashes; and
Whereas, special interest groups have con-
tinually attacked the standard and its life
saving benefits In the false name of “dereg-
ulation”; and
Whereas, notwithstanding strong govern-
ment and public support for passive re-
straints, these efforts on the part of a few
special interests will likely continue; and
Whereas, the NAIC must restate its strong
support for passive restraints and communi-
cate that support to the United States Con-
gress and the public; now, therefore, be it
Resolved, That the National Assoclation of
Insurance Commissioners hereby reaffirms its
historical support for the passive restraint
standard of the DOT and commits to recom-
mend to each of its members that this policy
be communicated to thelr individual state
delegations to the United States Congress.@

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

The SPEAKER. Under a previous or-
der of the House, the gentleman from
Connecticut (Mr. Dopop) is recognized
for 5 minutes.
® Mr. DODD. Mr. Speaker, I was un-
avoidably detained and unable to vote on
rollcall No. 309 on the passage of H.R.
4537, the Multinational Trade Agree-
ments Act.

Mr. Speaker, I would like the record to
show that had I been present, I would
have voted “aye.”

During the vote on final passage of
H.R. 4392, the State-Justice-Commerce-
Judiciary appropriations bill, I was un-
avoidably absent from the House
Chamber.

Mr. Speaker, I would like the record
to show that had I been present, I would
have voted “aye.” ®

CONGRESSMAN AvuCOIN SUPPORTS
SALT II

The SPEAKER. Under a previous or-
der of the House, the gentleman from
Oregon (Mr. AuCoInN) is recognized for
5 minutes.
® Mr. AUCOIN. Mr. Speaker, I want to
take this opportuaity today to express
my support for the Strategic Arms Lim-
itation Treaty, SALT II, now under con-
sideration by the U.S. Senate. I do so on
the eve of a visit to my home State of
Oregon by Vice President WALTER MoON-
pALE who will address a forum of con-
cerned citizens in Portland on the im-
portance of ratifying SALT IIL

SALT II deserves ratification because
it is & hope for peace. It does not trumpet
our retreat; it signals our progress on
the long road toward a safer world, a
world in which the risk of nuclear terror
has been curtailed.

At its heart, SALT II is a life and
death issue and a bread and butter issue.

The life and death issue requires little
explanation. The United States and the
Soviet Union possess unthinkable capa-
bilities of mass destruction. Statistics in-
adequately capture the magnitude of the
violence we can unleash.

But perhaps more alarming than the
actual weapons themselves are the se-
rious strategies of how to wage nuclear
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war—and win. These strategies are pos-
sible because military planners enjoy the
detachment of sterile environments far
from the stench of any battlefield and
out of sight of the grotesque rubble man-
kind and Earth would be reduced to in
the event of nuclear warfare. SALT II
might not be needed if we were simply
stockpiling nuclear weapons. What
makes it necessary, to secure our collec-
tive well-being and sanity, is the possi-
bility of a remote control war.

SALT II will not halt the arms race,
but it is our only hope to curb it. SALT
II will not remove the cloud of terror
from overhead, but it is a beginning step,
a small one, to get out from under it.
Some critics say SALT II does not go far
enough, but I say that without SALT II
we go backwards, which is far worse.

SALT II is fundamentally an eco-
nomic issue, too. Worldwide, more than
$400 billion of the world’s resources were
consumed last year by the global arms
race.

At a time when we in the United States
are trying to balance the Federal budget
and curb infilation, we need to look skep-
tically at nonproductive expenditures of
Federal tax dollars—which is what mili-
tary spending amounts to. A recent study
shows that for each $1 billion in addi-
tional military spending, 11,600 poten-
tial jobs evaporate. The ratio is worse
for spending on exotic weapons, where
22,000 potential jobs are sacrificed per $1
billion expenditure.

Just as Americans do not buy the prin-
ciple of “peace at any price,” they also do
not buy the idea of deterrence at any
price. Take, for example, the MX missile,
which experts predict will cost a mini-
mum of $30 billion to develop, and com-
pare that to the fiscal year 1980 budget
for timber reforestation and improve-
ment of $67.8 million. Even if that
amount were doubled, enabling the U.S.
Forest Service to come close to meeting
the cut recommended by the Resources
Planning Act, it would still ke just 5 per-
cent of the cost of developing the MX
missile. The difference: Money spent on
reforestation in a few years would pay
dividends in forests for recreation and
for harvesting to meet our wood prod-
ucts needs. Money spent on the MX mis-
sile would be the equivalent of burying
$30 billion deep in the sod in silent silos
we pray will never have to see the light
of day.

Simply put, America and the world
cannot afford the arms binge we are bent
on. We talk of conserving oil, and that
is important. But what we really need
is a more fundamental conservation of
our resources, concentrating them on
means that will lift the standard of liv-
ing of all people, not the curtain of
terror.

I submit that SALT II is not evidence
of decay in the American will. Rather
it is a manifestation of our Nation's
growing maturity.

SALT II, to work, relies not on uni-
lateral deterrence, but on mutual deter-
rence, a shared risk-taking by the United
States and the Soviet Union.
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Mutual deterrence implies rough
equivalency in military capability.

For some this concept equals surren-
der. For me it is the product of careful
and sound reasoning, and reflects the
sober realization that world stability will
only result when the United States and
the Soviet Union find a means to end
competition through an arms race.

In this context, SALT II is an unmis-
takable affirmation that nuclear war is
unwinnable, that brinkmanship is inhu-
mane and that mankind possesses the
capacity to work out disagreements in
ways less destructive than warfare.

SALT II, then, should not be loaded
with one-sided advantages because that
is destabilizing. A one-sided advantage
always triggers an urge on the other
side to overcome the advantage, and a
process is begun that never ends.

It is precisely because we have funda-
mental differences with the Soviet Union
that SALT II is imperative.

We are at a pivotal time in our deal-
ings with the Soviet Union. Moderates
are in control. Not long from now they
may not be, especially if adventurist
elements within the Soviet government
are handed the ammunition of U.S. bad
faith in defeating SALT II. It is here
American leaders have a real opportunity
to help shape the future of Soviet leader-
ship and avoid a return to Stalinist thug-
gery.

But perhaps the greatest benefit for
the United States offered by SALT II is
an often overlooked one. In all our self-
flagellation, Americans forget that our
own greatness, our own ability to inno-
vate, to compete and to win. Diverting
competition between ourselves and the
Soviet Union from building more power-
ful armaments to building a stronger
economy works greatly to the advantage
of the United States. Herein lies our
greatest strength, and the way to a better
world for all of us.

We must be careful not to overload
SALT II with all our fears or hopes.
SALT II will not end all war. It will
not remove all conflicts. It will not se-
cure freedom for all. But SALT II is an
alternative to suicidal arms competition;
it is a step forward, not backward. We
have no other options that offer even
that much promise.®
e — e ———

SOUND AS A DOLLAR

The SPEAKER. Under a previous or-
der of the House, the gentleman from
California (Mr. LEwis) is recognized for
5 minutes.

Mr. LEWIS. Mr. Speaker, time was
when a buck was a buck. An expression
of strength was: “Sound as a dollar.”
Hefting a U.S. silver dollar once gave a
person a feeling of value and strength.

By contrast, when one looks at and
feels the new silver dollar in his hand,
he must wonder if the Carter adminis-
tration has not minted a sad tribute to
its own inability to sustain the value of
the U.S. dollar both domestically and
internationally.

Far be it from me to downgrade the
reputation or contribution of Susan B.
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Anthony that the coin purports to honor,
but the style with which she has been
remembered is just short of a national
disgrace. The new silver dollar, because
of its diminished size and value, may
soon become known as the “Carter
quarter.”

The coin is poorly designed to repre-
sent the U.S. dollar. It is of a size that
will easily be confused with the U.S.
quarter. At a time when national frus-
tration with inflation, energy shortages,
and general lack of leadership has
reached mammoth proportions, do we
really need a dollar that will go in many
a 25-cent vending machine and at best
will not buy much more than a quarter
would a few short years ago?

The difficulty with the new silver
dollar extends beyond the fact that its
size bears a striking resemblence to that
of a quarter. The domestic purchasing
power of the U.S. dollar is declining at
an alarming annual rate of 14 percent.
At this rate, by the end of Mr. Carter's
4 years in office, the dollar will be worth
21 cents less than it is today.

The impact of such high inflation is
felt by all Americans. Those who feel it
the most are, unfortunately, those who
can afford it the least. Individuals living
on fixed incomes are seeing their real
purchasing power decline at an alarming
rate. Their dollars are rapidly becoming
“Carter quarters.”

It is ironic that the administration of
James Earl Carter has chosen to carve
in silver so vivid a reminder of just how
devastating its economic policies have
been. While the administration talks in
lofty terms about caring for the old and
infirm, its economic policies are designed
to undermine the basis of their security.

I submit that the Nation does not need
a new silver dollar of smaller size and
even smaller value. What the Nation does
need is someone who can lead the country
with sound economic and domestic
policies that will restore the value and
integrity of the U.S. dollar both at home
and abroad.

MEDICAL' BENEFITS FOR INDIVID-
UALS REQUIRING ENTERAL OR
PARENTERAL ALIMENTATION

(Mr. HANLEY asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)
® Mr. HANLEY. Mr. Speaker, yesterday
I introduced a bill, HR. 4742, to pro-
vide medicare benefits for individuals
who require enteral or parenteral ali-
mentation.

When a patient’s nutritional needs
cannot be met by “ordinary means,” phy-
siclans have a variety of alternatives
with which to supplement or replace the
patient’s food intake. For patients who
have had intestinal disorders, surgery,
or certain trauma or disease which makes
normal feeding and digestion impossible,
TPN—total parenteral nutrition—best
understood as intravenous feeding, has
been considered the most appropriate.
This method of nutritional support, al-
though effective, is both expensive and
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risky. Since TPN is classified as drug
therapy and is covered under medicare
for hospital patients, it is often the
method of feeding chosen.

In recent years, however, an alterna-
tive called enteral alimentation has been
developed and widely used. Essentially,
this feeding system provides nutrition,
such as an elemental diet, to these special
patients through a more natural route—
the gastrointestinal tract by a small tube
through a nasal opening or directly into
the stomach or small intestine.

This elemental amino acid diet requires
no digestion and is completely absorbed
in the system. Patients are more com-
fortable than with intravenous feeding,
and can even be ambulatory if their phys-
ical condition permits. They are no
longer forced to rely on the more dan-
gerous and expensive TPN feeding. The
estimated daily cost of intravenous feed-
ing is $150, while enteral alimentation
costs approximately $20 to $40 per day.

Considerable published medical data
supports the fact that enteral alimenta-
tion accelerated wound healing, smooth
postoperative recovery, and shortens hos-
pital stays. For example, a 70-year-old
man was hospitalized with an intestinal
obstruction due to a tumor, which had
continued to recur following three opera~
tions over a T-year period. His obstruc-
tion was cleared and he was placed on
an elemental diet. When conventional
food was given, he reobstructed. This
readily cleared with the elemental diet,
which became his sole source of nutrition
for over a year.

Ironically, Mr. Speaker, the one thing
that is keeping patients from taking ad-
vantage of this medical advancement is
the fact that it is not covered under medi-
care, Because of this, thousands of pa-
tients are forced to be nutritionally sup-
ported by the costlier and more dan-
gerous form of care, intravenous feeding.

Mr. Speaker, I have introduced a bill
which would amend the Social Security
Act to provide medicare coverage for in-
dividuals who could benefit from enteral
alimentation. The benefits of this bill
would be twofold. First, it would make a
safer and less expensive alternative to
intravenous feeding available to more
people. Also, many patients’ hospital
stays would be considerably shorter be-
cause of this treatment’s speed in in-
creasing the strength of the postopera-
tive patient. The second benefit would be
in the savings to the Federal Govern-
ment, Because enteral alimentation is less
expensive and does not require specially
trained personnel to administer, patients
can often treat themselves at home at a
considerable savings. This, combined with
the shorter hospital stays, creates sub-
stantial savings in medicare benefit
payments.

Mr. Speaker, we have before us an op-
portunity to relieve the burden of thou-
sands of people who have had their lives
radically changed and, in the process,
save the Government a considerable
amount of money. I urge my colleagues
to support this legislation, making thou-
sands of lives simpler, safer, and better.®
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ST. ELIAS ORTHODOX CHURCH

(Mr. HANLEY asked and was given
permission to.extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include extra-
neous matter.)
® Mr. HANLEY. Mr. Speaker, in mid-
July 1979, on a majestically rising hill
overlooking the city of Syracuse, N.Y.,
the people of St. Elias Orthodox Church
will give thanks to God for 50 years of
growth and development centered around
their parish church.

The setting, in a strikingly modern
ediface in a pleasant suburban aresa, is a
far cry from the beginnings in 1929.

A sense of community and need for
spiritual direction had stirred itself
among the Arab-speaking people who
had settled in the Syracuse area in the
early part of this century. At the urging
of the visiting Bishop His Grace Victor
Abu Assaly, the Middle Eastern natives
began to organize and to plan a parish.
The first meeting was held November 10,
1929, in the home of Michael Morris. A
second meeting in the home of Joseph
Seikaly resulted in the formation of the
first parish committee headed by Habeeb
Rezak.

In 1930, the former Lafayette Method-
ist Church on West Lafayette Avenue
was purchased for $9,000, and the parish
established itself physically.

Weathering organizational problems, a
serious fire in 1936 and numerous ob-
stacles, the annual St. Elias Mahrajan
was instituted in 1937, and became the
social event of the year for the Arab-
speaking community of central New
York. This proved to be the catalyst
which allowed the parish to stabilize and
to grow.

In 1955, weekly pledge envelopes were
begun, replacing the old system of an-
nual dues which had averaged only $12
per family. St. Elias had moved from
providing the minimal requirements of a
small immigrant neighborhood in 1929
into a spiritual center of orthodox people
of Arabic heritage serving those as far
away as 70 miles.

In 1963, the present site on Onondaga
Hill was acquired, and by July 20, 1969,
the first services were held in the new
facility.

On July 14, 1979, under the kind
pastoral leadership of Father Hanna
Sakkab, St. Elias will give thgnks for its
50 years of successful growth, and give
special honor to the Metropolitan of
All North America Philip Saliba.

These final words from the history of
St. Elias are most fitting:

As with any organization, there must be
& purpose first, then a driving force to keep
it alive and functioning. Our purpose, the
Church, our Falth, the Sacraments, and
finally, our Lord's saving grace of salvation,
are only too evident to us all. These, we seek,
recelve, and embrace, as the expectations
of all Orthodox Christians. The driving

force—the desire to create and nurture, that
ingredient so necessary for fulfillment of
the purpose—remains for us, ourselves, as
a commitment, a labor, a sacrifice. Our fore-
bears, in that “small Immigrant nelgh-
borhood,” created and nurtured a desire so
intense, that neither foreign land, financial
sacrifice, personalities nor any other adver-
sity could restrain it. Thelr contributions, of-




July 13, 1979

fered by many whose names do not appear in
this record, are indelibly written in our
hearts, minds, and memories. The preserva-
tion and perpetuation of our Faith had be-
come a demanding need to them. We pray
that future generations will write a record
as great, having received the solld foundation
upon which to continue bullding.@

RESTRICTIVE REGULATORY
PROCEDURES

(Mr. PRICE asked and was given per-

mission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)
@ Mr. PRICE. Mr. Speaker, what is be-
ing done to preclude generation of en-
ergy to reduce our dependence on petro-
leum is incredible. An article in this
morning’s Washington Post summarizes
regulatory procedures which will restrict
the operation of a constructed and pre-
viously successfully operated nuclear
powerplant for at least a year. The en-
ergy which will be lost in this period is
equivalent to over 10 million barrels of
cil. The financial loss involved in pro-
curement of replacement energy is esti-
mated to be over $150 million.

The reactor involved is the undamaged
Three Mile Island No. 1 reactor. The
Nuclear Regulatory Commission pro-
poses a series of administrative actions
and regulatory procedures involving fil-
ing of petitions, prehearing conferences,
discovery activities, hearings, and so
forth, estimated to total at least a year
during which time no energy will be
generated.

Such actions are completely at cross
purposes with a serious effort to obtain
control of the energy dilemmsa we face.
There is completely no excuse in getting
the plant back in operation. If profes-
sional judgment indicates interim oper-
ating restrictions should be imposed to
control any unevaluated concerns about
safety such restrictions can easily be im-
posed which will satisfy any reasonable
person’s concern. Administrative activ-
ities must be made secondary to getting
control of our energy supply problem.

Following is the Washington Post ar-
ticle which summarizes the administra-
tive and regulatory activities which pre-
empt the use of this powerplant.
UNDAMAGED PENNSYLVANIA ATOM PLANT RE-
ACTOR To BE OUT A YEAR FOR NRC HEARINGS

(By Joanne Omang)

Public hearings on whether to reopen the
undamaged Three Mile Island 1 reactor, will
take at least a year, further jeopardizing the
parent company's already shaky financial sta-
tus, the Nuclear Regulatory Commission
learned yesterday.

A spokesman for General Public Utilities,
which owns both Three Mile Island 1 and 2
in Pennsylvania, sald the company had been
counting on the unit unaffected by the
March accident coming back on line by Jan.
1. The delay could be “a significant financial
problem” if short-term credits are withdrawn
as a result, the spokesman sald.

Three Mile Island 1 was closed along with
several other plants for changes in the wake
of the March 28 breakdown of Three Mile
Island 2. Cleanup of unit 2 will not begin
for several years and it is not known when,
if ever, it will resume operation.
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The commissioners decided last week to
rule personally on whether unit 1 could re-
open and to do it only after a full public
hearing. Other units that were closed, in-
cluding Rancho Seco in California and Davis
Besse in Toledo, Ohio, will be allowed to
operate while hearings on their status con-
tinue.

Kenneth McKee of GPU estimated that the
utility is spending $22 million to replace lost
nuclear power with more expensive oll-fired
power for every month the two units are out
of action. Costs Involving unit 1 alone are
about $13 million, he sald.

The NRC staff said the year's proceedings
will break down as follows: 20 calendar days
for filing petitions to participate in the hear-
ings, 156 days for the commission to answer
the petitions, 256 days for the petitions to
be amended and for issues of the hearing to
be refined, 15 days for the petitions to be
examined and for a special prehearing con-
ference, and five days to set the agenda. That
is BO days.

Then there are 60 days for discovery of in-
formation, during which a stafl safety eval-
uation comes out, and on the 60th day there
is the main prehearing conference that sets
dates and priorities. There are five more days
to the issuance of the prehearing conference
order, 20 days to file testimony and 15 days
to the start of the hearing. We are now at
Day 180.

Sixty days later the hearings end. Parties
file proposed findings by 40 days later, re-
plies are filed in 10 days and a decision is
reached by the Atomic Safety and Licensing
Board In another 10 days. That is 335 days.
Then the NRC itself has four months to re-
view the decision and issue its order.

“This is the shortest feasible schedule,”
sald Guy Cunningham, assistant chief coun-
gel for the hearings. “In practice most sched-
ules include extensions of time."”

The NRC also voted to ask for public com-
ment on its intention to require more
stringent state and local emergency planning
as a condition of issulng future operating
licenses to nuclear reactors. General Counsel
Leonard Bickwit said that procedure could
take as little as six months.g

SOUND ADVICE ON SOLVING OUR
ENERGY PROBLEM

(Mr. PRICE asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)
® Mr. PRICE. Mr. Speaker, the presi-
dent of the Soviet Academy of Sciences
has given us some sound advice on what
must be done to solve our energy prob-
lem. In an interview published in the
July 4 issue of the Washington Star he
stated:

Nuclear powerplants must be built all over
the world since gas and oil deposits are run-
ning out.

If this is not done, wars will be between
capitalist nations, since the Soviet Union
will lead in the development of nuclear
energy as a substitute while the United
States is not moving ahead as it should in
this field.

It is truly ironic that the Soviets are
telling us what we and the rest of the
world should be doing. We were the first
to study the energy supply and demand
problem and in the early 1960's came up
with the consensus that nuclear was the
only practical solution to our growing
energy supply problem. No one knowl-
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edgeable or interested in the long-range
supply of energy disagreed.

To summarize, as indicated in the 1962
report to the President, it was agreed
that we must find a new basic source of
energy and that the only practical source
was nuclear energy. It was also agreed
that our only significant domestic source
of fossil energy—coal—had to be utilized
at increasing rates while we bought time
to make the conversion to nuclear en-
ergy. Since we have fallen behind in this
effort, as Anatoly P. Alexandrov, presi-
dent of the Soviet Academy of Sciences
said, we are headed for more and more
severe energy and economic problems
until we can increase our utilization of
nuclear energy.

In contrast, the Soviets, after recog-
nizing the fact that their petroleum re-
sources would peak out in the early
1980’s, adopted our plan and are moving
out with the exploitation of nuclear en-
ergy in the Soviet Union and its satellites.

It is, indeed, discouraging to reflect on
the fact that we, clearly and correctly
recognizing in the 1950's that our petro-
leum production would peak out in 1970,
developed a detailed plan to supplement
our basic energy sources and did not fol-
low the plan; the Soviet Union and other
industrialized nations are following the
plan. Nothing basic has changed in the
energy equation except that we have
fallen behind. Unfortunately, there is no
shortcut. We must make up for lost time.

Since Alexandrov in his interview cov-
ers a number of other important points,
I am including the complete article in
the Recorp at this point.

ENERGY ScrAMBLE SEEN RISKING WAR

(By Henry Brandon)

Moscow.—Without the development of
nuclear power as a source of energy, the
competition for energy sources in the world
could ultimately lead to war, the president
of the Soviet Academy of Science warns.

Resistance to the development of nuclear
power as an energy source, Anatoly P. Alex-
androv sald in an exclusive interview, poses
more danger for mankind than the original
splitting of the atom.

Alexandrov, a nuclear physlcist and di-
rector of the I.V. EKurchatov Institute for
Atomic Energy, blamed regulations in the
United States, inadequate safety standards,
incompetent supervisory personnel and the
news media for the harm done to the use
of nuclear energy.

Also present at the interview was Nikolal
Inozemtsev, the director of Moscow's presti-
glous Institute for World Economics and
International Relations.

A member of the Academy of Sclences and,
llke Alexandrov, a member of the Communist
Party's Central Committee, Inozemtsev cau-
tioned that a shift of priorities from military
to civillan production cannot even begin
until the SALT II treaty has been ratified by
the U.S. Congress.

The influence of scientists in the Soviet
governmental decision-making process, Ino-
zemtsev said, exceeded that of their counter-
parts in the United States.

Alexandrov was interviewed in his spaclous
office at the headquarters of the Academy of
Sciences, located in a well-kept 18th century
mansion built for Catherine the Great.

On the future of nuclear power plants,
Alexandrov opened his discussion with a re-
minder that even early in the Middle East
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conflict, when there was no enegry crisis, the
United States began talking about the possi-
bility of having to protect its oll imports by
force of arms.

“You know that all gas and oil deposits
are likely to run out in 30 to 50 years—Rus-
sia's may last close to 50 years—but in 30
years it is impossible to reorganize the world
in terms of energy from coal," Alexandrov
said.

“We must therefore build nuclear power
reactors in all parts of the world, otherwise
wars will one day be fought over the rem-
nants of oil and gas deposits. And there will
be wars, however peculiar this may sound,
between the capitalist countries, because the
Soviet Union will have concentrated on the
production of nuclear power and be ahead
of everybody else,” the Soviet scientist de-
clared.

Alexandrov suspects opponents of nucelar
power fear it because they belleve a nuclear
power plant failure can lead to an atomic
bomb explosion akin to that of Hiroshima.

“They have no real idea of the modern
safety devices imposed on the risks involved,”
he sald.

Alexandrov volced strong criticism of the
handilng of the Three Mile Island nuclear
accident, claiming that from the beginning
there were faults with the operating meth-
ods which accounted for the trouble: negli-
gence regarding securlty measures taken by
the plant management, inferlor operating
personnel and inadequate technical safe-
guards bullt into the plant against accidents.

He said that only speclally trained engl-
neers are allowed to operate Soviet nuclear
plants, and that at the central control panel
two men must always be on duty.

“T can't imagine the kind of (accident) in
the Soviet Union, where pump valves remain
closed when they were supposed to be open.”

(Among other problems, a pump valve re-
mained closed at Three Mile Island and pre-
vented cooling of the reactor.)

Alexandrov added: “And yet, despite all
that happened, there was no serlous danger,
and whatever danger might have existed, was
exaggerated.”

On the issue of storing radioactive waste,
one aspect of the nuclear power problem
that troubles the American public, he said
he was certain this could be solved.

“There are many ways to go about it be-
cause there exist ‘hermetic structures’ in
the outer layer of the earth which are safe
storage places,” Alexandrov sald.

In & reference to the youthful character
of the anti-nuclear movement in the United
States, Alexandrov countered that he had
three sons who were all in favor of it.

The Sovlet scientist insists that nuclear
energy production is safer than coal mining
or production of chemicals.

“People in the vicinity of nuclear power
plants are not exposed to greater radiation
than that which comes from natural radia-
tion sources. And a worker in a nuclear
power plant does not absorb more radiation
in a year than you get from one X-ray ex-
amination," he sald.

“For all practical purposes, we in the
Soviet Union have today the same technical
know-how as the United States. The United
States was ahead at the start, but her nu-
clear energy development has slowed down,
while ours has accelerated,” Alexandrov con-
tended.

“All people with common sense should
realize that by the end of the century the
United States will be compelled to create
new great nuclear production facilities, pos-
sibly nuclear fusion plants, otherwise she
will find herself desperately short of energy.
There Is no other way to preserve the mod-
ern way of sclentific development,” Alexan-
drov sald.

Inozemtsev, the Soviet economist, was
asked whether the Soviet Union would begin
shifting the economic emphasis from mili-
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tary to civillan production now that the
SALT II agreement has been signed.

Without hesitation, he seized on the oc-
casion to sound still another Soviet call for
the U.S. Senate to ratify the agreement.

His reply: “We live In a very important
period when decision as regards industrial
production can move in either direction. The
Vienna meeting opened the way for decisions
to be taken in favor of civilian production,
certainly.

“But the history of the last years tells us
that progress in the field of armaments can
be swift and that newer and newer types
of weapons are being invented.

“The only way we can protect ourselves
from surprises and a further escalation is
through the SALT process, which now in-
cludes not only quantitative but also quali-
tative restrictions.”

———

TRIBUTE TO AMBASSADOR
ROBERT STRAUSS

(Mr. SCHEUER asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. SCHEUER. Mr. Speaker, earlier
this week the House approved by a mar-
gin of 395 to 7 the massive trade liberal-
ization agreement that the United States
signed in Geneva in April after 5 years
of negotiation. This lopsided vote was
this body’s best way of paying tribute to
a remarkable man, Ambassador Robert
Strauss and to his virtuoso performance
of negotiation, accommodation, and
compromise of a myriad of conflicting
and vying interests both at home and
abroad. Ambassador Strauss negotiated
with infinite patience and resourceful-
ness with a wide variety of regional in-
terests, industry-by-industry, and trade
group-by-trade group, and simultane-
ously negotiated an equally complex
equation of delicate balances with a
myriad of foreign economic interests
around the globe. Indeed, he has per-
fected the skills of negotiation, accom-
modation, and compromise to the level
of a new high art form.

Having completed this extraordinarily
difficult juggling act with remarkable
success he has now been asked to under-
take the even more difficult task of rep-
resenting the President in the Middle
East, a region in which no President or
administration within memory of living
man has ever been able to produce the
harmony, and the interface of competing
national interests, essential both to the
interests of that region or to the inter-
ests of the United States.

Elizabeth Drew of the New Yorker has
written an excellent profile of Ambassa-
dor Strauss. I think my colleagues will
find it valuable to read this thoughtful
description of the complete diplomat
undertaking this crucial assignment. I
commend this article to my colleagues:

PROFILES

One day in late March, I went to see
Robert S. Strauss, officlally the United
States' Special Representative for Trade Ne-
gotiations—he has the title, which he rel-
ishes, of Ambassador, and is in charge of our
participation in the current trade negotla-
tions among ninety-nine nations, and of
guiding the result through Congress—but
also the Administration’s kibitzer, political
adviser, fund-raiser, pinch-hitter on all sorts
of matters, and conduit to all manner of
people. In addition to all this, a few weeks
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after my visit he was named Ambassador-at-
Large for the Middle East negotlatlons—a
job he is to begin after Congress has acted
on the trade bill. By the time I reach his
office, which is a few blocks from the White
House, at eleven o'clock, Strauss has already:
talked to Hamilton Jordan, the President’s
chief political adviser, about Carter’s recent
trip to Texas, during which he attended a
luncheon for some hundred and fifty people
at Strauss’'s home in Dallas (Strauss also has
a penthouse apartment at the Watergate),
about a forthcoming decision to close certain
military bases, and about the next of the bi-
weekly Monday breakfasts that Strauss and
Jordan attend with Vice-President Walter
Mondale and Cyrus Vance, the Secretary of
State; spoken with an assistant to Alfred
Kahn, who is in charge of the Administra-
tion's wage-and-price program, about the
current wage negotiations between the
Teamsters union and the trucking compa-
nies (Strauss is the conduilt between the
Administration and Frank Fitzsimmons, the
Teamsters' president); spoken with Henry
Owen, who handles international economic
matters for the National Security Council;
spoken on the phone with Mike O'Callaghan,
a former governor of Nevada, who is now
executive vice-president of the Las Vegas
Sun, and who called to thank Strauss for
arranging an invitation for Hank Greenspun,
the editor and publisher of the Sun, to the
recent White House dinner honoring Israell
Prime Minister Menachem Begin and Egyp-
tian President Anwar Sadat; and worked out
a difficult problem involving Senators Ed-
ward Kennedy, Democrat of Massachusetts,
and Robert Dole, Republican of Kansas,
which threatened to hold up progress on the
trade legislation.

“That's a pretty good morning,” Strauss
says. "“I'll tell you something. I am golng to
pass a trade bill, and I'm golng to make it
so easy they won't know wha' hoppened.”
During our talk, he places a call to the office
of Senator Harrison Willlams, Democrat of
New Jersey, and tells an ailde to Willlams
that Fort Dix, in New Jersey, is going to be
virtually shut down, that he tried to help
but couldn't, and that he is glving Willlams
advance warning so he can be prepared. Then
he talks on the phone to Cyrus Vance about
a number of matters. One of them 1is
Strauss’s backing of the appointment as
Ambassador to Mexico of Robert Krueger, a
former Democratic congressman from Texas
who lost an election to the Senate last year.
He has been arguing that the appolntment
of Krueger, a moderate Democrat who has
had support from the oil industry, would be
good politics for the President in Texas.
Some of the career foreign-service officers
are opposed, and Strauss has suggested, typl-
cally, that Texas might do the President
more good in 1980 than the foreign service
can.

Strauss, who Is sixty, 1s, as always, dressed
Immaculately. He is wearing a dark-blue suit
with pinstripes about an Inch apart, and &
blue shirt with “"RSS"” embroldered on the
cuffs and with the spread collar that he
favors. He has olive skin and almond-shaped
somewhat soulfoul hazel eyes, and his hair,
graylsh white, sweeps back In waves. He
speaks with a strong Texas accent, and his
voice 1s nasal—he sometimes sounds as if he
were honking at you rather than speaking
to you—and can reach a squeak when he
:)etcomes aglitated. Strauss talks fast, and a
ot.

His particular problem with the trade nego-
tiations and legislation at the moment Is to
get a bill through Congress extending the
authority of the Treasury Department to
walve what are known as “countervalling
duties”—duties that are to be imposed on
imports that have been subsidized by for-
elgn governments. He needs to get the bill
through Congress in the next few days, he
explains to me, so that the negotiations with
the European Communities, or E.C.—nine
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ean nations that form a customs union
and negotiate on trade with one volce—
which are a prerequisite to reaching a world-
wide agreement in the multilateral trade
negotiations, or M.T.N., can be wrapped up.
Last year, the bill became hostage to some
members of Congress seeking protection of
certain Interests. One of those members was
Russell Long, chairman of the Senate Fi-
nance Committee—which handles, among
other things, trade—whose concern was for
his sugar-growing constituents in Louisiana.
So this year Strauss was instrumental in get-
ting the Administration to support legisla-
tlon to ralse prices for United States sugar
producers. If the countervalling-duty bill
does not pass, the European Communities
might not sign the trade agreement, because
it would mean that the United States would
have to Impose a duty on Danish butter cook-
ies. And one of Strauss's negotiating counter-
parts, Finn Gundelach, Is from Denmark.
(Butter cookles have become the symbol of
the countervalling-duty issue, but, in fact,
if the blll does not pass, import duties may
have to be imposed on a number of Euro-
pean exports.) These are among the thou-
sands of equations that Strauss must keep in
his head as he trles to work out the trade
issue. His problem this morning is that Dole
wanted to attach an amendment to the coun-
tervailing-duty bill, which has already been
passed by the House, to repeal a tax reform
passed In 1876. “That meant that the Presi-
dent would have had to veto my counter-
valling bill,"” Strauss explains to me. “So I
sald to Dole, ‘Attach your amendment to
something else.' " Dole decided to attach it to
a minor tax bill that the House had passed,
and Strauss promised Dole that that bill
could be voted on before the countervailing-
duty bill was brought up. But then Kennedy
objected to that, because he wanted more
time for debate on Dole’s amendment, which
he opposed. So each senator then had
Strauss’ countervalling-duty bill hostage.

Strauss talked to Eennedy and to Dole and
to Long and got an arrangement under which
all parties were satisfied, and the bill is now
expected to be taken up and passed by the

Senate this afternoon. “We've had fifty
things like that,” Strauss says.

Strauss's office, which s large, 15 decorated
in beige and gold velours and has print wing-
back chalrs, a French Provincial desk, a con-
ference table, a flag, and a large globe; and
on & table next to Strauss’s desk there is &
slgn that says, In gold on maroon leather,
“rr CAN BE pONE.” Averell Harriman, who
backed Strauss tor his previous job, &s chair-
man of the Democratic National Committee,
gave him the sign. Strauss shows me some
letters he has written in longhand. “I do
something other people in government don't
do,"” he says. “I write my own letters, in long-
hand. I get them out quicker that way, and
people appreciate them more. I don't know
anybody in the bureaucracy that writes in
longhand.” Pause. “I don't know anybody
in the bureaucracy that writes.”

He decides to check with one of Russell
Long's aldes, to be sure that all is in order
on the countervalling-duty bill and that it
will go through the Senate this afternoon.
Strauss has taken the time to cultivate this
particular staff member (the number of peo-
ple he has taken the time to cultivate is
staggering)—an exercise that ylelds him,
among other things, Information when he
needs it, And he and Long are old friends
(Long also lives at the Watergate) and are
worthy of each other as bargainers, “There’s
always some staff jerk up there who thinks
of something he wants to add at the last
minute,” Strauss says.

He reaches Long's alde, and asks him,
“Did you talk to Russell?” There is a momen-
tary sllence, and then Strauss says, “Oh, for
Christ’s sake. Who thought of that goddam
brilliant idea?" Clearly, someone wants to
add something to his bill. He listens again.
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*“Well, is there any controversy in this sonof-
abitch?" He continues, stressing his efforts,
which have been successful so far, to keep
elther chamber from adding an amendment
to his bill. That way, once the Senate passes
the bill, it can become law. Strauss says to
Long's alde, “We've just got to keep that bill
clean. I can't stand that. I better talk to
Russell. He's got to put that on something
else. I've only got three or four days to move
in. This would have to go back to the House,
and then we're dead. It would free up some
time for me. I'll get out of the government
this afternoon. I'm going to have to talk to
Long. Where is the sonofabitch now?”

While he waits for Long to come to the
phone, he explains to me that the latest
hitch is that Long wants to attach to the
bill an amendment to extend child-support
and day-care pr L

Now Strauss says into the phone, slowly
and sorrowfully, “Russell, I can't take that

child-support thing. It'll have to go
back over to the House, and this is my last
shot before the April 2nd E.C. meeting.” Si-
lence. Then Strauss’s voice rises, nearing its
squeak. “Godalmighty, Russell, you're wear-
ing me out. You » I'm putting
myself in your hands. If that amendment
goes through, I'm getting out of the gov-
ernment tomorrow, because that will louse it
all up.” Silence. "Trust me. Russell, let me
tell you something. I've worked out problems
with Dole; I've worked out problems with
Eennedy; I've worked out problems with the
Japanese. I just can't work out this one, too.
There just isn't enough time.” Now Strauss
is getting truly agitated—or acting as if he
were truly agitated—and he talks very fast.
“Russell, if this thing goes through, the trade
bill is through, and that’s good for me—I'll
be practicing law and making more money.”
Then he laughs, and says, “And the first
thing I'll do Is come down to Loulsiana and
get someone to run against you. Don't give
me that ‘little old noncontroversial amend-
ment’ stuff.” Pause. Then, sorrowfully
again, “But Russell, how'm I golng to get
the House to act on this? Let me tell you
this, Russell, If we can’'t get this walver by
April 2nd, I'm dead. I'm not kidding. I've
got to get it before the E.C. by April 2nd.
Then we can get the trade bill through Con-
gress by July 15th. I don't want to go down
on crap like this. We've got Dole in place.
Isn’t there some other bill of yours we can
put this on? I know it sounds simple to you.
It doesn't sound simple to me.” Now he
squeaks, “I know I'm a tough
You're a tough . I've solved every
problem. I've worked these guys on the Fi-
nance Committee to death for two years.” He
is silent while Long talks. Then: "Russell,
don't get me against day care and chlld sup-
port. I'm for 'em. Russell, it isn't right to do
this. I know I'm right. This is the first time
I've sald, 'This time I'm right and you're
wrong.' I just can’'t have this. Now go and
get another blll to attach that thing to.”
Pause. “All right.”

And then Strauss hangs up, and says to me
quietly, somewhat wrung out, “He'll go
along.”

Robert Strauss is a peculiarly Washington
phenomenon, and even within the context
of Washington he is a phenomenon. He ar-
rived on the scene In 1970, at the age of
fifty-one, as the treasurer of the Democratic
National Committee and a protégé of John
Connally (then a Democrat), became chair-
man of the Party in late 1972, and, through
a combination of force of personality, a spe-
clal set of talents, and clrcumstance, estab-
lished himself as a major power in the city—
and the natlon. Strauss is not simply a
“fixer" or "wheeler-dealer.” He can fix and
he can wheel-and-deal with the best (or
worst) of them, but he is also a man who
takes on blg, awesome problems—Ilike put-
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ting the Democratic Party together again,
like negotlating a highly complex trade
package—and stays with them and throws
himself into working them out. He is not a
miracle man, and he does not accomplish
everything that he sets out to do, or as much
as he would sometimes have people belleve,
but he does accomplish a great deal.

He was not notably successful in running
what there was of the Administration's anti-
inflation program, which he was asked to do,
on top of his trade job, for a few months last
year. His is a particular kind of power: it is
not tangible, as a corporation chairman's or
a military commander's or a President's
might be, and it is not transferable. When
the head of a Cabinet department or a White
House official or a President assumes his job,
he assumes a large amount of transferable
power—to make of it what he can. Strauss's
power is peculiar to Strauss and is his own
creation. He parlays just about every situa-
tion into more than most others could make
of it, charms more people, and works harder
at it all than just about anybody around. He
has & long memory, & speclal skill at nego-
tiating among confileting groups, and a very
strong drive to show the world just what
Bob Strauss—he often refers to himself that
way—can do. He is an almost classlc story,
even a cliche, of the poor boy out of a small
Texas town who made it big, first in Texas
politics, business, and law, and then in the
nation’s capital. In the process, he has also
made himself a controversial figure. There
are people who are put off by his bluster, his
bravado, his self-promotion; there are people
who think that he consistently gets in over
his head and that he will do almost anything
to make & deal. Strauss is a self-promoter,
and that is part of his effectiveness. He reads
Washington very well: he understands that
to be seen to have power in Washington is
to have it, and to get more of it. Power is
the ability to influence others' behavior; if
people think someone has power, they act
toward him as if he has, and therefore he is
powerful. The more people who think that
Bob Strauss can get things done, the more
likely he is to be able to get them done. He
has a very wide range of contacts, which
causes him to have an even wider range of
contacts, as word spreads that Bob Strauss is
the man to be in contact with.

All of this is of value in an Administration
that is not exactly filled with people who
know how to get things done or who have a
gift for reaching out. In a Johnson Adminis-
tration, a Strauss would be an addition; in
the Carter Administration, he may be crucial.
But, whatever the Administration, such peo-
ple are essential in Washington. Strauss’
value is that he can deal with the number-
less confiicting elements in a political trans-
action. He does not preoccupy himself with
substance—he makes a big point of not ap-
pearing to do so. There are many people
around who concern themselves with the sub-
stance of issues, but not all that many who
can work them out. If the political process
is to function, somewhere among the people
of ideas and the people (in Congress, in the
law firms, and in the lobbying organizations)
whose sole role is to take home all the coon-
skins they can there must be a few who can
piece things together. People who do this
well do it through a complex combination of
winning trust, threatening, rewarding, and
conveying—accurately—an impression of
power. It becomes firmly fixed in thousands
of minds that these are people who know
what they are doing, that they have a kind
of competence that can be trusted.

Strauss’s method of operation is charac-
terized by native intelligence, a shrewd un-
derstanding of people, flexibility, a willing-
ness to go by instinet, and humor. He dis-
arms people and defuses situations with his
humor. One White House alde who has at
times been at odds with Strauss says, "It's




18474

very hard to get mad at Strauss, and if you
do it's hard to stay mad at him."” Strauss
himseif has said to me of one political figure,
“He can't get his hand on me as long as I
keep kidding him.” He also disarms people
with put-downs and sheer effrontery. In the
recent trade negotations, at a particularly
sticky moment he threw an arm around s
presumably startled Nobuhiko Ushiba, his
Japanese counterpart, and said, “Brother
Ushiba, you're crazy as hell.” After the Ca-
nadians, in a negotiation with Strauss, put
forward their trade proposals, Strauss looked
at them and sald, “That’s nice. Real nice.
You have as much chance of getting that as
I have of going to bed tonight with Farrah
Fawcett-Majors.” And he disarms through
self-exaggeration: he turns his substantial
ego and love of success, and even his clear
need for applause, into a joke.

His network is probably as large as any
around, and he works hard to keep it. One
of his friends says, “His network is every-
where. It ranges from bookles to bank presi-
dents.” (Strauss is a devotee of the race
track—he got to know Frank Pitzsimmons at
the track at Del Mar, California, where
Strauss and his wife, Helen, go each sum-
mer—and also of poker.) Hamilton Jordan
sald to me recently, “Strauss is all over the
damn place. He's got contacts on the Hill,
he’s got contact in the states, he's got con-
tacts in the business community, he's got
contacts in the press. There's just nobody
quite like him." Someone else who has ob-
served Strauss for years says, “It's not just
his contacts; he knows how to use his con-
tacts.” One of Strauss's friends sald, after
telling me of an instance in which Strauss
got in touch with Attorney General Griffin
Bell on behalf of & Washington lawyer, "He
runs a lot of errands like that for friends,
and then he can go back. S8o when he needs
things he can go get them. He's been doing
that all his life.” Washington is a city of
channels—front channels and back channels.
The front channels are the normal processes
and meetings by which things get done. The
back channels consist of people getting in
touch with other people who can put them
in touch with other people or can relay a
message. A great deal of Washington's busi-
ness gets done in the back channels, and
Strauss is often there. He seems to find time
to make innumerable phone calls to “keep
in touch;” he cultivates secretaries as well
as senators; he will befriend a middle-level
White House alde whom other important
officlals won't bother with, Every few months,
he sends candy to the White House switch-
board operators. There is a genuine warmth
to him. He performs more acts of kindness—
of the type that people aren't likely to for-
get—than most people far less busy than he.
He also seems to know the value of having
other people’s gratitude. He is highly skilled
at dealing with the press. And he appears to
be the only person in Washington to have
established a kidding relationship with
Jimmy, and even Rosalynn, Carter.

When I asked people about his ubiquity,
his involvement in so many matters, it was
explalned to me that this stems in large part
from the way he approaches problems. He will
listen for a while and then say, “I don't
know much about the substance of this, but
one thing I do know about is politics, and
here's what I think will work politically.”
Sometimes, I'm told, he will say of someone
else in a meeting, “So-and-So was just say-
ing, ‘Bob, you don’t know about the sub-
stance of this, but the thing you do know
about 1s politics,’ " when So-and-So has said
no such thing. Appearing to be uninterested
in substance can provide a certaln safety—
keeping one from getting caught in details—
and also a credential for coming at questions
politically. And Strauss is not bashful about
injecting himself into all kinds of situations.
His advice having been valuable a certain
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percentage of the time, his contacts being
known to be of a certain range, he is likely
to be listened to. Some say that he will be
flexible within the confines of the problem
he is dealing with but there are limits to
how far he will go. One man has observed
him closely, and who does have a moral base,
says, “He's one of these guys who like through
their gruff exterior to imply they're manipu-
lative and unprincipled. But I think he has
principles—he just wouldn't attribute them
to values. He always explains that it's the
political thing to do—he covers his decent
values with that sort of language." Barbara
Mikulski, a Democratic representative from
Baltimore who was part of the Democratic
Party's reform movement and headed a re-
form commission while Btrauss was Party
chairman, says of his chairmanship of the
Party, “I thought he was absolutely fan-
tastic. I consider him to be my political
mentor. One of the things you learn when
you work with Strauss is how you broker
conflict, which is the essence of government.
He doesn't look for A's or F's—whether it's
the Democratic Party of the M.T.N. He's an
absolute genius negotiator. I've found him
very straight, very stralghtforward. He's fac-
tual, and if that doesn't work be charms,
and if that doesn't work he arm-twists.”
Strauss uses an expression about himself
that is instructive: he says, “I'm a closer.”
One man who has seen him in negotiations
says, “He almost cultivates an air of super-
ficiallty, remains above the battle, until the
crucial moment, and then he comes in and
closes the deal.” One man in the State De-
partment—which is traditionally suspicious
of trade negotiators—says, “He's able to
seize the political issue quickly. He can say,
‘Here's who you have to talk to and here’s
how you have to put it to him.” He's a master.
He's the only person who could get the
M.T.N. through Congress—the only one.”

And when the Administration wanted some-
one to take over the continuation of the

Middle East negotlations after the peace
treaty between Egypt and Israel was signed,
1t turned to Strauss.

A few days after my visit to Strauss, I ac-
company him to Boston, where—at the re-
quest of KEennedy—he is to addess a luncheon
of the New England Council, Inc., an orga-
nization of businessmen from the six New
England states. (“Teddy can deliver me pretty
well where he wants to.”) Strauss does a
great deal of travelling, to attend political
fund-raisers, to drum up support for his trade
bill, to pay back favors, to earn new favors,
and often combines several of these purposes
in one trip.

As we rush from his office Into his walting
car, I ask Strauss where, exactly, in Boston
we are going. Last week, he was in New York
and Columbus, Ohio; this week he was also
in Chicago: next week he will be in Tucson.

“I don't know,” Strauss replies. "It's all
Indianapolis to me. Every other goddam day,
one of these trips. Hext week, East Lynne."” He
gets in the front seat, next to his driver, Nat
Brannum, picks up the telephone beside him,
and calls his wife. The Strausses are famously
close. He talks of her quite often ("I was say-
ing to Helen,” “Helen and I were talking
about . . .'), and she travels with him on
most of his trips in the country and overseas.
They have three children, with whom they
are constantly in touch, and six grandchli-
dren. The Strausses try to return to their
Dallas home at least once a month., Helen
Strauss is short, dark-haired, warm, and very
intelligent, and seems to understand her
husband quite well. The Strausses have a
good time. On the way to the airport, Bran-
num makes a somewhat chancy turn, and
Strauss says, “Nat, I don’'t want my obituary
to say that he was hit on a half-green light.
I want to go down in style.” Brannum laughs.
Next, Strauss calls Henry Owen at the White
House. He says, “Tell them I'm as stretched
out as I can be—I can't go any further, I'm

July 13, 1979

losing some friends of mine and I'm fighting
the Japanese as hard as I can. Just press on.
Good. Goodbye." He tells me a story “When I
first came Into this government, I wrote a
memorandum to the President and I didn't
get an answer. Another day went by. After
about five days, I sald to someone over there,
“What happened to my memo?" He sald, ‘We
didn't think it should go to the President.'
1 said, 'Let me tell you something, you sonof-
abitch. Any time I send something to the
President of the United States, you make
goddam sure it goes In there. You can put
on top of it 'This is erap’ or ‘Strauss is crazy,'
but you get it in there, or I'll walk out cf
here or get you thrown out of here, or both.'
Other people in the White House heard about
that, and it helped.”

In the airport, we encounter a political
reporter, who asks Strauss where he is golng.
“New Hampshire,” Strauss shoots back. “To
see what's going on. I couldn't tell from
reading your story.” The reporter laughs.

On the plane, Strauss studles some mate-
rial for the luncheon, and talks. “God, I'm
tired,” he says. “I must have thought a half
hour in the shower this morning. I always
think through my problems of the day in the
shower—and I also lick my wounds.” By
seven o'clock each morning, Strauss has read
the Washington Post, the New York Times,
and the Wall Street Journal, and at some
point in the day he also reads the Dallas
Times Herald and the Los Angeles Times.
Today, Strauss is particularly interested In
how the papers played the story about a
meeting he held with Japanese negotiators
yesterday afternoon. At the meeting, Strauss
broke off the negotiations with Japan on the
guestion of government procurement of tele-
communications equipment, complaining
that Japan's offer to relax its restrictions on
access to its market was “wholly inadequate.”
The issue was which equipment Nippon Tele-
graph & Telephone, a government-owned
utility, might open to bidding from foreign
countries. The Japanese offered to allow bld-
ding on contracts for such things as steel
telephone poles but not on those for any
sophisticated equipment. (“Now, how many
steel telephone poles do you think we'll sell
in Japan, with their steel business,” Strauss
says. “What the hell good does that do us?")
There is reason to belleve that Strauss ac-
tually did not want the Japanese to be more
forthcoming as yet—that he did not mind
having an opportunity to criticize the Jap-
anese, whose restrictive trade policies have
become a political issue (one that John
Connally, now running for the Republican
nomination, is using against Carter), and
that he saw breaking off the talks as a good
move after he had got the countervailing-
duty bill through Congress. He thought
about how the story would play both in Ja-
pan and In the United States, and he as-
sumed that the Japanese would want to talk
about the matter again.

That sort of thing Strauss refers to as “in-
stincts without evidence.” One man who has
observed Strauss as a trade negotiator has
told me, “I've never seen him do anything
that hasn’t been thought through, even
when it doesn't appear to be. Even when he's
throwing a temper tantrum, he's thought
through the effect and he's usually planned
the next move—when he's going to call the
other guy back in and smooth things over."
Someone else involved in the trade negotia-
tions says, “Strauss Is a master of theater.”
I have been told by others that Strauss's
standing is actually very high in Japan, that
the government there belleves he is the one
to deal with—the one who can make the
deals—and also belleves he is a kingmaker
in the United States.

Strauss tells me, “The reasop my credibil-
ity has gotten so high in Japan—and it is—
is, number one, I haven't lled to them and,
number two, when they've negotiated re-
sponsibly I've gone and told that to the
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Congress, and that's not & particularly polit-
ically popular thing to do.” He explains the
problem with the Japanese over telecommu-
nications equipment and then he says, “Two
years ago, I wouldn't have been able to deal
with these things. I'm not an intellectual,
but I learn fast.”

I ask him what else he has been doing in
the last day or so.

He tells me that he has been talking to
someone in New York about playing a ma-
Jor role in Carter’s reelection effort; talking
to Hamlilton Jordan about two or three mat-
ters, including the Mexican Embassy and
“the kind of people we ought to use in the
campaign next year;" talking to Alfred
EKahn and his aide about the Teamsters ne-
gotiation.

Then he talks about his wife, and says,
“Little ole Helen is a hell of a woman. She
knows who she 1s and what she’s about, and
she knows who I am and what I'm about. I
bore easily; my attention span is not great.
Helen doesn't bore me.”

Then he talks about his mission today.
“My basic problem up in New England is
that people don't really undesrstand what
trade means to them. It's such an easy sub-
Ject to demagogue. It's so easy to say shut
our doors to imports, and they don’t reallize
what that would do to us, and how desperate
they are to shop for the best products.
They're all protectionist until they go out to
shop. The first thing I did when I came on
this job was to cut back on the imports of
Japanese TVs. This fellow back in Dallas
came up to me and sald, 'By God, Bob, I knew
when you came on this job you'd put the

thing in shape and you'd tell it like
it is." I sald, ‘You know what I really did
over there? He said, ‘No.' I sald, “You got a
TV set?” He said, ‘Yeah, got two or three." I
sald, 'How must you pay for them—about
four hundred dollars?’ He said, ‘Yeah.' I

said, ‘I'll tell you what I really did. The Jap-
anese government's been subsidizing that set,

and it would otherwise cost five hundred dol-
lars. I cut out that foolishness. I stopped
those Japanese from cutting down on the
cost of that TV set.’ He sald, ‘Is that what you
did?'Actually, he used a little rougher lan-
guage. He said, 'I guess it's a little more com-
plicated than I thought."”

There are those in the United States gov-
ernment—professional bureaucrats who do
not share Strauss’s ouilook or style—who
glve him the credit for keeping the inter-
national trade negotiations alive at all. He is
dealing in a world that has become increas-
ingly protectionist. The current round of
trade negotiations was decided upon at a
meeting of more than ninety countries in
Tokyo, in 1973, under the General Agree-
ment on Tariffs and Trade (GATT)—the
set of rules and arrangements adopted for
the purpose of reducing trade barriers. (It is
called the Tokyo Round; some people used
to refer to it as the Nixon Round, but times
have changed.) The countries pledged not
only to cut tariffs but also to try to get at
the increasing number of non-tariff barriers
to trade—subsldles, quotas, government pro-
curement policies, varying standards for ap-
plying tariffs, and so on. The current round
amounts to the most ambitious trade nego-
tiations in history.

But after the Tokyo meeting came the oil
embargo of 1873-74, and a worldwide reces-
slon—and a change in the political at-
mosphere surrounding trade. The Tokyo
Round became an exerclse as much in stav-
ing off a wholesale retreat to protectionism
as in freeing up trade. There was also Water-
gate and then there was the 1976 American
election, and the trade talks were essentlally
morlbund. Strauss likes to say that until
1977 the talks, which were taking place in
Geneva, did little except “produce a bunch
of fine skiers.” A number of people say that
it was the sheer force of Strauss’s personality
that got the talks going again.
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On the plane to Boston, Strauss tells me,
“The first thing I had to do was establish
credibility, so that we could move these talks.
The European Communists and the Japa-
nese didn’t think we could move—because of
protectionism, & fragile world economy, the
attitude in our Congress. The first thing I
did was, I had several meetings with the
E.C. and Japan and said that either we move
forward or, protectionism was so strong, we'd
move backward-—that the status quo was
not one of our options. Then I had to go and
convince them that I was the one who could
move them. I had a pretty good press ahead
of me. One day in Europe, I told them a story:
The first fellow who held my job was Chris-
tian Herter, a former Secretary of State, gov-
ernor of Massachusetts— As a matter of fact,
I'm glad I thought of that—I think I'll tell
that story today. When John Kennedy was
President, he called Herter in and sald we
need some people with a proper State De-
partment background who might be able to
fill this job. Herter sald, ‘Mr. President, you
don't need a diplomat to fill this job. You
need someone with a political background,
someone who understands the Congress, who
understands what the country's all about
and makes it tick, and who particularly un-
derstands the political process on the Hill.'
Eennedy sald, 'I'll be damned, Christian, I
hereby appoint you America's first trade rep-
resentative.' I told that story over there. I
said, ‘President Carter has appointed such a
man and I can make this thing move’—and
we started talking. The next thing I did was
make a decision that the Europeans were
scared to death that someone was going to
use this negotiation to destrcy the Common
Agricultural Pollcy—something they couldn't
stand politically.” The Common Agricultural
Policy, or CAP, is the system by which the
European Communities supports the agricul-
tural prices of its members, and it includes
trade restrictions. “I told them that we
weren't going to try to destroy it, that we
would protect it if they would let us get our
nose under the tent. It was silly for us to bay
at the moon and get nothing—a third of a
loaf is better than none, and we were getting
none. That’s the way we were able to get
concessions on tobacco, rice, poultry, and
many others. At the same time, we didn't
give up too much in the way of cheese.”
(Strauss is currently negotiating with mem-
bers of Congress who represent dairy areas —
the dairy industry is very strong politically
in this country—an arrangement to allow a
certain additional amount of cheese into this
country.)

In exchange for allowing more of some
cheeses into the Unlted States, the dairy in-
dustry has won & proviso that the price of
imported cheese cannot undercut that of
domestic cheese. (Strauss and members of
Congress are now haggling over how this
provisc will be enforced.) Strauss continues,
“We have a very delicate market on cheese.
The Europeans will take all the grain we
can ship them, but they'll put it in the
mouth of a cow and they'll make cheese. So
the process had to stop. We're sending more
grain than we have been sending, but there's
no point in screaming ‘Take it all' when we
know it will end up as cheese.” At bottom,
American trade policy is a massive, complex
political problem. Nothing is simple when
it comes to trade; if one button on the con-
sole 1s pressed, twenty lights are likely to
go on. Each bilateral arrangement involves
other products, other countries, their domes-
tic politics, our domestic politics. Strauss
has had to proceed with all this in mind.
He is, says one of his aides, “a walking polit-
ical computer.”

Now Strauss tells me, "I kid a lot, but I
don’t kid myself. I know what my strengths
and my weaknesses are, and one of my
strengths is people. You have to develop
personal relationships, credibility. You do
what you say you'll do.” One's “word” is
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crucial in politics, and members of Congress
have told me that Strauss keeps his word.
“You have to remember that my background
is rather broad. I have a bit of experience
in business as well as law, in government as
well as politics. My buslness touched on
banking and real estate and communica-
tions.” Strauss is, by any measure, & Very
wealthy man. “I understand a little bit
about a lot of things. That's what I bring
to the government. Some people have a better
intellectual background. I have a lot of
common sense. And I'm not timid. I have a
lot of confidence in myself and my judg-
ments. I come to declslons easlly. I may not
always be right, but I make them."

Strauss tells me that once the negotiations
were under way he invited a number of sena-
tors and congressmen to Geneva to recelve
briefings on them. “It pald off,” he says.
“When you can get them over there, and the
buzzers aren’t golng for votes, and they don't
have meetings to attend, and reporters aren’t
calling them up for interviews, they get a
chance to see what the problem is and what
we're doing. I make at least five calls to the
Hill a day. It's a hablt, Also, we take any
partisanship out of it. We treat a Republican
call and a Democratic call the same. It
doesn’t take long for word to get around
about that. Then I started inviting sena-
tors and congressmen and their staffs to the
White House Mess for brilefings. I pald for it
myself. No one had ever brought the staffs
in. We gave them some briefings on what the
trade bill would mean for their states and
districts. The first thing you know, you have
some action going.” He befriended his Eu-
ropean counterparts—even staged a post-
Thanksgiving dinner for them in his
Washington apartment. “When the counter-
valling-duty bill falled last year, 1t
created an international crisis,” Strauss says.
“I jumped in a Concorde, got to Paris, and
jumped in a plane and went to six capitals
in two days. Meanwhile, I talked to London
along the road. I was trylng to show that we
cared, that we'd do what we could.”

At the Boston alrport, Strauss 1s met by
Robert Griffin. his special assistant. The
presence of Griffin on Strauss's stafl is indica-
tive of how Strauss functions. Griffin is the
deputy administrator of the General Serv-
fces Administration whom Jay Solomon,
then the administrator, fired in July of
last year, thus enraging House Speaker
Thomas P. O'Neill, whose protégé Griffin had
been. This put the White House In a fix.
Whereupon Strauss offered to give Griffin a
high-ranking, well-paid job on his staff. A
number of people in Washington laughed,
but Strauss had, in one stroke, relieved the
White House of a problem, ingratiated him-
self with O'Neill, and added someone to
his staff who could be useful to him.

At a reception at the Copley Plaza Hotel,
where the luncheon is to be held, Strauss,
as they say, “works the room,” and It is
clear that the people here want to get his
ear. He greets John Gikas, who runs a laun-
dry business in New Hampshire and Canada.
Gikas has been described to me by a friend
of Strauss’s as “one of those guys who if
Strauss whistles they come with checks.”
The friend said, “They're the guys who kept
Strauss going in the Democratic Party in
terms of money. Whenever he's ralsing
money, he can always count on John
Gikas."” I asked this friend how many such
people Strauss had around. He laughed, and
replied, “Scores. There are a few more now
than there were five years ago, obviously.”
Strauss still involves himself in
money for candidates and for the Party, and
few whom he calls upon could be unaware
of his importance, or of his potential for
making declsions, or arguing for decisions,
that involve their interests. As he introduces
me to Gikas, Strauss says, “Right after I
went to the Democratic Committee as chair-
man, I wrote a letter to about eight hundred,
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a thousand people and sald, ‘This thing Is a
mess—a bunch of fools, pot smokers, have
been running it. 'm going to give it a ten-
mounth shot to see what I can do. This is the
year '73, and 1f you'll send seventy-three dol-
lars a month for ten months, I'll send you &
progress report to tell you how it's going.'
One of the first checks that came In was
from John. John ralsed more than ten thou-
sand dollars. He's never sald no. I try never
to call him unless I need him."

Several New England congressmen are
here, as well as a number of businessmen.
Strauss spots Representative James Shan-
non, Democrat of Massachusetts and mem-
ber of the Ways and Means Committee's
Trade Subcommittee and says to him, I
want to move the trade bill by the August
recess, and I want you to help me. I want to
come up to the Hill and see the New England
Caucus.” (Many think that Strauss’s in-
tention, or stated intention, of getting the
trade bill through Congress by this sum-
mer is optimistic.) John Wasserleln, a divi-
slon manager of Bolse Cascade, introduces
himself to Strauss. Strauss says, “I want
Bolse Cascade off thelr . I don't want
you for the trade bill passively. I want you
for it actively. You write to me, Bob Strauss,
the White House. I'm glad you came up.”
Strauss, holding a glass of white wine in his
left hand, continues to circulate. A man
comes up to him and complains that he has
offered to help the Presldent's reelection ef-
fort In New Hampshire and hasn’t heard
from anyone. Strauss, who knows all too well,
replies, “I know. These things happen.

They slip between the cracks. We'll get back
to you. The Presldent needs and deserves your
support. They're good boys, but occasionally
they don't follow through. But we do in our
office. We'll be In touch.” Strauss, obviously
enjoying the attentlon, jokes, “I might come
up here and run for office. Against Shannon
or Eennedy. Kennedy up any tlme soon? I
might come up and run against him.” Peo-
ple laugh appreciatively. Strauss asks some
of the people what is golng to happen In
New Hampshire in 1980.

A man comes up to Strauss and introduces
himself as representing Wang Laboratories,
in Lowell, Massachusetts. Strauss asks him,
“What does Wang Laboratories do?” The
man tells him that it is in the computer-
processing business and that about forty-five
per cent of its business is outside the United
States. “Then you have a big stake in this
trade bill,” Strauss says. The man complains
about what he describes as a tax problem,
and starts to go into a complicated explana-
tion, Strauss stops him. “That's not a tax
problem,” he says. “It's a customs-evaluation
problem. You've got a real problem: you just
don’t know how to explain it. We're going to
deal with it. You're right to be concerned,
and we're taking care of it in a very con-
structlve way.” He talks to Rob Trowbridge,
the publisher of Yankee Magazine and the
New England Business Magazine. Strauss
tells him, “The people of your region have a
big stake in this trade bill, and only a few
people understand it. They only hear from
those who oppose. The great trouble In Amer-
ica is that only those who are opposed write
in. With your subscribers, you can do a lot
of good.” Another man reminds Strauss that
they met at Kennedy's home one Sunday
afternoon, when Kennedy was meeting with
about ninety Japanese. Strauss says, smiling,
“Kennedy delivered me. He was selling Mas-
sachusetts pretty effectively. I was trying to
sell the country. I don't know how to spell
Massachusetts. I know you're a significant
state.” Pause. “Not a major one, but a
significant one.”

Kennedy comes into the reception. Strauss
fingers Kennedy's shirt collar and, referring
to one of Kennedy's brothers-in-law, says,
“You wearing Steve Smith’s shirt?” He tells
me that this is an old joke between them.
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Kennedy laughs, and says to Strauss, “You
got some good news for us?"

Strauss replies, “I'm going to survive.”

Kennedy laughs again, and says, “What
about Massachusetts? You've looked after
Texas beef and oranges in Japan.”

Strauss says, “I know what you're trying
to preach, you sonofabitch.” Then he grows
serious for a moment and talks about the
problem that was worked out recently with
EKennedy and with Dole so that the counter-
vailing-duty bill could be got through Con-
gress. Kennedy says that he understood
Strauss' problem and was satisfied with the
solution. “You're a good man,” Strauss says
to Eennedy.

Kennedy bows slightly, smiles, and says,
in mock humility, “Thanks, Bob."

New England is just one area that Strauss
keeps in his braln-computer, but it is an
important one, as it has been for some time
in the matter of trade. Also in that brain-
computer is the fact that New Hampshire
and Massachusetts hold Presidential primar-
les that are among the earliest. The area’s
particular trade concerns have to do with
textiles, footwear, high-speed electronics, and
even clothespine, and Strauss has taken steps
to see that these concerns are handled. What
he is trying to do is to “pre-cook” the trade
bill so that the members of Congress will be
satisfied with it when it comes before them.
He hopes to have the trade talks wound up
shortly, to submit the trade package to Con-
gress by May, and to get It passed by this
summer. (In accordance with special rules
for the trade bill, it 1s subject only to an up-
or-down vote, and cannot be amended. An
amending process could, of course, set off a
logrolling jamboree such as has seldom been
beheld.) To this end, Strauss and his staff
have been meeting with members of the
Ways and Means and the Finance Committee
(in closed sessions) and with other members
of Congress, to hear thelr complaints and
suggestions. And, also to this end, Strauss
has been making deals. The most complicated
deal, having to do with textiles, involved, In
effect, quintilateral negotiations, with the
textile industry, labor, foreign governments,
the executive branch, and Congress. The In-
dustry and 1its associated labor groups
wanted, of course, a cutback in the amount
of textiles imported into thls country—and
that Industry is well represented in Congress,
having plants in virtually every state, and
constitutes the largest Industrial lobby on
the subject of trade. Last year, on Strauss’s
recommendation, the President vetoed & bill
passed by Congress to remove textiles alto-
gether from the M, T.N. (The Eennedy Ad-
ministration, in order to get its trade bill
through Congress in 1962, also made a deal
with the textile industry.) But Strauss's
theory was that he must neutralize the In-
dustry, and that the way to do that was to
slow the growth of textile imports. The State
and Treasury Departments, which (unlike
the Commerce and Labor Departments) usu-
ally take positions in favor of liberalized
trade, and also some of the President’s eco-
nomic advisers were unhappy with the way
Strauss was proceeding. Strauss negotiated
over a period of several weeks with leaders
of major textile firms and unions, and, on the
basis of outcries from this or that participant
(outcries that some observers belleve he an-
ticipated), renegotiated—balancing off the
political questions, international questions,
employment questions, inflation questions.
Eventually, the State Department swallowed
hard and accepted the arrangement Strauss
worked out, as essentlal for the larger pur-
poses of trade. (Treasury was never recon-
ciled. Relations between Strauss and Treas-
ury Secretary Michael Blumenthal are not
good—a situation that has its origins in
differences of style, of philcsophy, and of
policy, and in simple rivalry.) Strauss and
Treasury are also at odds over proposals,
backed by Strauss, to speed up the proced-
ures for imposing countervalling duties.
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Strauss is currently working on tightening
existing restrictions on shoe imports, which
affect not only New England but also such
states as Georgia and Tennessee. There was
the Administration’s support for legislation
to protect the sugar industry. Only sparing
cuts have been made by the United States
on imports of steel, and that Industry is also
protected through other pricing arrange-
ments. Strauss’s office recommended tempo-
rary import relief—which can be provided
under the existing trade law—for the clothes-
pin Industry, which 1s concentrated in New
England but is also situated In certaln other
areas of the United States. The clothespin
industry is labor-intensive and does not re-
quire sophisticated technology or much
capital investment; therefore, a number of
developing countries—in particular, China—
are going into the clothespin business and
threatening American companies. Strauss
also recommended that Import restrictlons
be placed on "metal fasteners"”-—nuts and
bolts and the llke—which are made in plants
in, among other places, Ohlo, Pennsylvania,
Ilinois, and New York. One official has told
me that this was done not so much because
the metal-fastener industry s important
politically as because Strauss wanted to dem-
onstrate that the Presldent would use the
current trade laws to protect American
industry.

A number of people around Washington
argue that Strauss has given away the store;
that he is paying too much to get a bill,
any bill, that is called a trade bill. Others
argue that the prices he has been paying
are probably necessary. One State Depart-
ment officlal says, "I feel uncomfortable
about textlles, but Strauss is closer to the
Hill than I am. Whenever I feel critical of
something he’s done, I look at it this way:
Strauss is getting through a bill that is
essentially, though not totally, a llberall-
zation effort. Some of the deals that are
made to get the bill through can be seen as
protectionist, but the bill will improve the
system—and in a period of Incredibly strong
protectionist pressure, here and everywhere."”
One man involved in trade policy says, “It's
the classic problem with trade: sometimes
you have to take one step backward to get
two steps forward over all; sometimes you
have to abandon Ideals with respect to a
particular sector where your political prob-
lems are great, so as to preserve the fragile
consensus needed to move trade forward.”
The effects of what Strauss has been dolng
are hard to judge. One can look at this par-
ticular arrangement or that and find reason
for discomfort about it, but he is working
with so many pleces at once that any single
move on the checkerboard tells you little.
And the full implications of the M.T.N.
agreement, should an agreement finally be
approved, will probably not be known for at
least a decade. It is also argued that 1f there
were not a revision of the rules of trade,
which 1s a major part of the current nego-
tiations, the whole system could collapse.

Another thing Strauss has been dolng is
hearing out what trade concessions mem-
bers may want for industries they represent
and seing what he can do. For example, East-
man Kodak is sald to be pleased that Strauss,
at the behest of Barber Conable, a Republi-
can from upstate New York, got an easing of
Japanese tariff restrictions on color film.

He did get the Japanese to open their mar-
kets a bit to beef and to citrus crops. He
moved quickly to mollify small business and
minorities after the news broke that his
stafl had negotiated agreements which might
have impinged on special arrangements for
their bidding on United States government
contracts. When Strauss was informed by &
member of the White House staff that this
could cause a political problem, he quickly
went back to the Europeans and told them he
had to have the decision reversed, and fast.
(He pald for this by making another conces-
sion to the Europeans.) He thereupon got
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credit for having undone this terrible thing
that his own office had done in the first place.

After Kennedy has introduced Strauss at
the luncheon (“He has the reputation of
being the top designated hitter of this Ad-
ministration. I have found him accessible; I
have found him willing to listen to legitimate
concerns”), praised the arrangements that
Strauss has made on footwear and textiles
(“very sensitive to our needs"), warned him
that New Englanders “are going to read very
carefully the small print” of the trade agree-
ment, and demanded to know what Strauss
1s going to do to Increase exports, Strauss goes
to the rostrum, puts on halfglasses, and be-
gins in a subdued manner. He thanks Ken-
nedy for his “generous” comments. He says,
“I appreciate them and as a matter of fact
I belleve them.” Then he tells a story—he
tells it often: “Helen and I came home &
few weeks ago after I'd given a long speech.
It was good, if I say so myself. I said, “Helen,
let's have a drink,’ and then we had another
one and another one, and after the third
one I sald, “You know, Helen, there aren't but
& handful of great leaders in this country
today.' And she sald, ‘T know you're right,
and I belleve there is one less than you're
thinking right now.'” The audlence laughs.
Then Strauss tells the story he told me on the
plane about President Kennedy's appoint-
ment of Christlan Herter. He says, “This job
does require someone who knows Congress,
who knows the people in this country.” He
says, “It's nice to have been a bit of a lawyer
and a businessman and been a bit of a sue-
cess at each"—Strauss wants them to under-
stand that he knows about the real world—
“and someone who has been a bit of a poll-
tician, without taking cheap shots. Because
trade s a bipartisan effort.”” He says that
President Carter deserves '‘tremendous, tre-
mendous credit” for what he has done to
push the trade talks along. Strauss is always
careful to praise the President: for one thing,
he appears to genuinely believe that those
who serve the President should give him the
credit—he often makes this point in Cabinet
meetings— and, for another, the fact that he
does pralse the Presldent publicly does not
hurt his standing with the President and his
closest aldes. They belleve that, as one of the
President's top aldes put it to me "“Strauss
would do anything for Carter.”

Now, speaking from “talking points" that
have been prepared for him, he tells this
audlence of New England businessmen that
one out of seven manufacturing jobs in the
country depends on our abllity to export,
that one out of three acres produces for ex-
ports. He tells the businessmen that world-
wide trade is worth about a trilllon dollars
a year and that “one hundred and twenty
billion belongs to us—and we ought to raise
that figure.” He says, “"The trade deficit we
have now is a terribly debllitating thing for
this country; it weakens the value of the
dollar, it increases inflation, it weakens world
economies.” Then he does something else
that is typlcal: he tries to establish the fact
that he is not promising excessively. He says,
“The trade deficit accumulated over twenty
years and it can't be cured with a maglc
wand. Anyone who tells you that Bob Strauss
is golng to solve this overnight is kidding
you.” Then he talks about the government’s
various efforts to Increase exports. “In the
meantime, what's Bob Strauss doing?" he
asks. And he answers, “He's trying to do those
things; he's looking into those things; he's
talking to President Carter; and mainly he's
negotiating Iin what's called the Tokyo
Round.” Then he explains what the Tokyo
Round 1s, and explains that the efforts to
revise the trade codes are far more important
than the efforts to cut tariffs (“a tempest In
a teapot’). The United States Is expected to
cut tariffs by an average of about thirty to
thirty-five per cent. He explains the non-tar-
iff barriers to trade in very simple terms, and
he explains the importance to New England
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of what he is doing. “The Northeast has some
six hundred and fifty thousand textile jobs.
We got the textiles business not in good
shape—we got it in exquisite shape. Shoes.
We've got a lot of work to do on shoes. Wo've
almost doubled our shoe exports in the last
two years, and that's pretty good." He talks
about what he is doing to try to increase
the purchase of American electronics equip-
ment by foreign governments (“Well open
up twenty billion dollars in contracts') and
he talks about his meeting yesterday with
the Japanese. *"We had trouble with the Jap-
anese yesterday. We called off the negotia-
tions. Why did we do it? We don't like to be
tough with people. It's a lot easier to tell
people to go to hell than to get them there.
But on the telecommunications area we gave
up. Those are things that are very lmportant
to you."” He gets a laugh with a reference to
the outlook for sales of steel telephone poles
in Japan. Then he urges the businessmen to
write to their congressmen in support of his
trade bill. “You all write and tell them how
unfair it would be to vote against Bob
Strauss.” He continues, again trying to indi-
cate that he is not a man who oversells, “Loss
of jobs? Sure there is a loss of jobs. It's a
very serlous problem. One of the ways we
solve that is to improve our exports. ...
Will it cure all our problems?

“Of course not. Will it solve our balance-
of-payments problems? Of course not. It's
the first chapter in a long, long book called
trade.” And he says he needs their support,
“glven the strong protectlonist climate.” He
ends with a little pep talk, saying that “we
have a great habit in this country of looking
at what's wrong, with the President, with
the Congress, with your city government,”
but that “we need a little more look at
what's right in this country.” He says, “We
have a job to do in this country, my friends.
We've been lazy and we've been indolent,”
and he quotes Walter Lippmann on the
necessity for sacrifice, and he calls for sac-
rifice, without which, he says, paraphrasing
Lippmann, “there is nothing, but nothing,
for America any longer.” When he has con-
cluded, he is presented with a New England
Councll tie, and he remarks, “I hope it looks
better than Kennedy's tie.” EKennedy and
the audience laugh.

After Strauss holds a brlef press confer-
ence, we are in a car on the way to the air-
port, to return to Washington. He comments
that the luncheon crowd seemed attentive.
He says, "It wasn't a very hot crowd, but
they were attentive. I always listen to the
cough level. There wasn't & cough in the
crowd. I wish I'd had time to warm them up
more. I didn’t get enough time. They were
running twenty-three minutes behind—they
lost fifteen minutes in the serving. I watch
that llke a hawk.” Strauss is nervous about
making the plane, which is scheduled to
depart at two-fifty. “I got to be at the
White House at five o'clock.” We're now in a
trafic jam. Grifin, who Is returning to
Washington with us, assures the driver, Joe
Lawless, that we can make it. Strauss says,
“Good thing we had Paul Revere instead of
you and old Joe. We'd all be British today.”
As we approach the alrport, Griffin points
out that we are near it now, and can actually
see It. Strauss says slowly, "Those things
between here and there are cars.”

On the plane, Strauss becomes reflective
for a moment. “You can go just so far being
just a ‘flippant politician." It's almost &
cover, being a politiclan—it serves you in
good stead. I get by with a lot of murder
playing a nonsubstantive person, who doesn’t
care about the issues. The heart of the mat-
ter Is, I know more about the substance
than most of the people I work with.”

I ask Strauss to tell me some of his
views on what makes for effectiveness in
Washington.

He replies, “It's amagzing how people go to
the Hill with a problem—whether it's a plece
of legislation they're for or whether it's a
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plece of legislation they’re against. They go
on their issue, cold. What I always do is to
figure out what the bottom line is: How do
you come up with a profit for the guy you're
going to? You have to figure out what does he
want, how does what you want help his con-
stituents. It's damn rare you get something
on the Hill without their getting something
in return. The guy's got to see that it helps
his constituents—or, at least, that it's a draw,
that 1t doesn't hurt his constituents. His bot-
tom line is how does it affect his constitu-
ents. I keep seeing people take things up
there in & capsule—isolated from what's good
or bad for a congressman, how does it play in
his district, how does it play to his prej-
udices. We all have prejudices, preconceived
notions. I know darn well that, as much as a
congressman or & senator may llke Bob
Strauss personally, if I go up there with
something detrimental to his district or his
state I've got a problem. So 1 always try to
show, number one, how minor the minus is—
and it's never minor enough—and, number
two, what are the offsetting gains for his
area. Whenever I found a region that had to
give up something on trade, we quickly
looked up what we could come up with for
it that would be a plus. If you look at this
package when it gets up to the Hill, that's
what it's going to have in it.” He talks about
& particular political problem he is having
now on something called the “wine-gallon”
issue, which has to do with the dutles that
are levied on imported liquors. In this in-
stance, Strauss made a concession to the Eu-
ropeans, and a large segment of the American
llquor industry is upset. “"Now, why did we
give up on the wine-gallon issue?” he says.
“The Europeans really wanted it and they
were willing to pay."” (The major concession
was on agricultural products.) Strauss con-
tinues, “The bourbon industry will be hurt,
s0 I'm trying to find a tax advantage for
them. We've got the Heublein industries in
Connecticut and the bourbon industry in
Eentucky that are upset. Probably the to-
bacco Industry in Kentucky is going to gain
as much as any by this package. The package,
first of all, has to be fair to those areas and,
second, has to enable the people from those
areas to support us.”

Strauss eats the snack that is served on the
plane, and says, “I don't eat before I speak.
They say, ‘Aren't you going to eat, Mr.
Strauss?' I tell them I don't eat before I
speak because it makes the blood rush to my
head. They say, ‘It makes the blood rush to
your head?’ I say, ‘Yeah." Now, how many
people know much about that issue? It al-
ways works, I bet there are a hundred people
before you speak makes the blood rush to
your head.' It's better than hurting thelr
feelings.”

Strauss tells me about a group of econo-
mists, lawyers, lobbyists, and former con-
gressmen which he has assembled to help him
lobby for the trade bill. Among its members
are Strauss's great friends Lloyd Hackler,
president of the American Retail Federation
and former aide to Senator Lloyd Bentsen,
Democrat of Texas, and Robert Keefe, who
has long worked in Democratic politics and
is now a “government-affairs consultant:"
Washington lawyers such as Berl Bernhard,
Harry McPherson, and Thomas Boggs (son of
the late Majority Leader of the House) ;
former Representatives Wilbur Mills, who
was, of course, chairman of the Ways and
Means Committee, and Joe Waggoner, a con-
servative from Louislana who served on the
Ways and Means Committee: Willlam Tim-
mons, who worked in the White House in the
Nixon and Ford Administrations and is a
Washington lobbyist; Charls Walker, the
lobbyist; and Robert MecNelll, who is an offi-
clal of a group representing multinational
corporations. Typically, soon after Strauss
formed the committee he leaked it to a Wash-
ington columnist, thus establishing for all to
know that Strauss had assembled a powerful
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group to help him on the trade bill. He says
to me now, “There never has been a group
put together with the political sophistica-
tion and clout that that group has. It's gotten
to be almost a prestige symbol to be in that
group. People are bombarding us to get in.”
He continues, “Not many pecple know all
those people well enough to ask them Lo help.
1 like the idea that I know them. It's a people
thing. That's why Washington 1s my kind
of town—it's a people town. The law Is not a
people profession. It's a tremendous asset to
be able to make people comfortable with you.
That's what I'm good at—the people ihing.
What I plan to do with that group is get
them informed enough—this is a very com-
plicated issue—so that they can talk to pco-
ple on the Hill and so that every senator and
every congressman has someone he can talk
to on the trade package, In May, June, July,
someone who can answer his questlons, &0
he can vote for it. It's a tough vote. I don't
want them to walk the plank for me. I want
them to vote for it because they see it In their
interest—and in the national interest."

Strauss continues, “Another thing that's
important in Washington—everything that
goes on in the streets of Washington comes
in to us, comes In to me, comes in to Vera."
Vera Murray Is Strauss’'s executive assistant,
and she served in the same capacity when
Btrauss was the chalrman of the Democratic
National Committee. When Straus got to the
D.N.C., in March, 1970, Vera Murray was a
rellef receptionist; now she is an Impcrtant
person in Washington.

People know that if they can get a message
to her it is as good as getting one to Strauss,
and that she has her own channels of infor-
mation and a great deal of wisdom. Between
them, Strauss and Vera Murray talk to gov-
ernors and ex-governors, senators and ex-
senators, state party chailrmen and ex-state
party chairmen, to congressmen and reporters
and congressional staf members and lob-
byists and Washington lawyers. If some lieu-
tenant governor he met years ago needs a
hotel room for Mardl Gras, Strauss will get
it. When 1t is announced that the President
is going to make a speech, Strauss will get at
least a dozen calls from people in Congress,
from governors, saying that they hear the
President 15 going to say such-and-such and
don't let him do this or that. Strauss says,
“I'm in a position to be a second-guesser.
I take the complaints. I really run the com-
plaint department. Unfortunately, I have
no authority to give refunds.”

Now Strauss tells me, “Very few people
have as many agents out as we do, Bob Eeefe
knows more about what's going on In Wash-
ington than the next three people. Same
thing with Lloyd Hackler. They're just like
appendages. They bring in Information that
So-and-So is mad about this issue, and that
they're going to try to move this pilece of
legislation or take on the President that way,
or who's going to run against who; squabbles
that take place within a state delegation.
All this gets out i{n the streets in Washing-
ton, and it flows within a very carefully de-
fined group of people, and pretty quickly it
comes across my desk.” There is reciprocity
in Strauss's relationships, just as there is in
50 many in Washington. When Hackler's Re-
tall Federation holds its annual meeting in
Washington in early May, Strauss will host
the dinner. Keefe's cllents include some in
Japan and a number in the United States,
and it cannot burt him to be known as
Strauss's great friend. And not only has
Strauss made himself a good source for the
press but he has made some members of the
press a good source for him. He places great
value on knowing what goes on in “the
streets” In Washington. When the Carter
Administration was foundering after some
months, Strauss talked about how the people
in the White House should talk more to
People who were “in the streets.” Early in
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1978, at his Watergate apartment, he held a
meeting of White House aides—Hamilton
Jordan and Jody Powell, the President's press
secretary, and other political aldes—and
such people as Hackler, Eeefe, McFherson,
and Bernhard. “It was a funny meeting,”
one of the participants (from "“the streets”)
told me. “Some people there were talking as
if Lyndon Johnson were President and some
were talking in terms of Jimmy Carter as
President, so there were a lot of cross-cul-
tural problems.

The idea was to get across to the Admin-
istration group that they ought to put more
political thinking into what they were do-
ing: one, to get across that they should, and,
two, how to do it. I think we got further
on the first point than on the second.” One
idea that came out of that meeting was that
White House aides should hold the biweekly
meetings they now do with people from “the
streets”"—lawyers, such as Robert Barnett
and McPherson; and Hackler and Keefe.
When I ask him about this, Strauss says,
“I talk to all the participants, but I don't
participate.”

One of Strauss’s friends says, “He's al-
ways telling the White House people to
think about where they won the last elec-
tion, and check whether they will have that
base and what they can do politically and
governmentally to protect that base and,
hopefully, add to 1t.”

Hamllton Jordan said to me, “He brings
to bear the perspective of the traditional
Democrats and people on the Hill. That's
something we need.” I'm told that Strauss
bridges the world between the traditional
party elements and the White House by giv-
ing the White House such advice and then
saying ‘*Hell, you beat all those bastards,
but you need them involved.” Strauss will
also pass along to the White House informa-
tion he has picked up himself, or through
his agents. Jordan says, “He goes to & din-
ner party and hears something, and he'll
pass it on. He goes to the Hill and hears that
the President did something well or some-
thing stupid, and he'll pass it on."

Jody Powell says, “He'll call you up and
Just chat, and make a suggestion or observa-
tion along the way. I find him persuasive but
not heavy-handed. He's not going to insist on
something. He realizes he comes at things
from a different way of looking at them
than we do. But he doesn’t pretend he’s play-
ing a different sort of game. That's what
makes him so appealing. When he's making
a political argument, he doesn't cloak it
with some rationalization. He knows more
about a lot of the Democratic Party groups;
he has a personal relation with a lot of
them and is instinctively concerned with
their interests.” Powell says that Strauss
will tell him that a certain reporter feels
this way or that. “He’ll say, ‘T hear this re-
porter is extremely close to that politician—
you'd better keep that in mind.’ He knows
what web of relationships, blases, and quirks
that influences the way business gets done
around Washington—and that we were in no
position to know mbout, because we hadn't
been around to see them.”

Another man in the White House says,
“Strauss will not be reticent about telling
anyone around here when he thinks they've
done something dumb, and we always take
it well, because it usually is dumb and he
always does it with humor.”

After a certain Carter appointee, of whom
Strauss had disapproved in the first place,
denounced the President publicly, Strauss
called Hamilton Jordan and sald he thought
that Jordan, Strauss, and the President ought
to get together. Jordan asked him why.
Straus sald, “Now that X has been appointed
to the Y and has denounced the President, I
think he should get a really big job."” Strauss,
who had taken pains to reestablish the Demo-
cratic Party's tles to businessmen after the
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1972 election, brought important people into
the White House for meetings, and that was
good for the President—and good for Strauss.
Strauss will warn people at the White House
of impending trouble. It was he, I have been
told by Powell, who got through to them that
they had to deal with Billy Carter’s seemingly
anti-Semitic behavior earlier this year. And
thus there appeared in the newspapers storles
saying that the President had told Robert
Strauss that he was “terribly concerned with
the whole situation of Billy.” The storles went
on to say that the President had sald, "You
know, Bob, I just totally disassociated myself
from his comments."”

White House officials call Strauss in to help
them get votes on a piece of legislation that
is causing them difficulty. I ask him on the
plane what he did, for example, to help get
Senate approval last year for the Panama
Canal treaties—which the White House suc-
ceeding in getting by & very narrow margin.

“I got votes,” he replies. “It had nothing to
do with the issue. I just cold-bloodedly got
votes.”

I ask how.

“By using all the skill I had, pulling out all
the due bills I had. Yessir, I got votes. Just
like on the energy bill, I got votes, a lot of
votes. I always described the energy bill as a
C-minus bill all the time I was trying to get
votes on it, and I was right. That's all 1t was.
But that was all we could get.”

People In the White House say that Strauss
was particularly effective with the various
groups that were brought into the White
Liouse to be lobbied on the energy bill, though
some White House aldes would have preferred
that he not describe it as a C-minus bill
Strauss called In some members of his net-
work to help out the Panama Canal vote. He
lobbled Democratic governors. He knew that
Senator Henry Bellmon, a Republican of
Oklahoma, owed Lloyd Bentsen a favor, and
he made use of that sort of intelligence. (Bell-
mon voted in favor of the Panamsa Canal
treaties.) Strauss was among those who did
things to try to help Paul Hatfleld, a Demo-
crat who had recently been appointed to a
Senate seat from Montana, in his efflort to
win the nomination for that seat, In order
to get his vote for the treaties. Hatfield lost,
but he supported the treaties. Strauss did fall
to “deliver” the vote of Wendell Ford, Demo-
crat of Kentucky, whom he is particularly
close to. Strauss is sald by his friends to have
helped in the handling of Senate Minority
Leader Howard Baker and to have soothed
Majority Leader Robert Byrd when he grew
unhappy with the White House in the course
of the Panama Canal effort, and he helped
secure the vote of Russell Long for the
treaties.

Someone who observed much of this says,
“He would say, ‘'O.K., here's a guy you've got
trouble with. What can you do? Strauss
could deal with business interests, could gen-
erate their concern about keeping the Canal
open. He could point out to the grain people
and the oil people that Panama meant a lot
to them, that they needed that shipping
route. He talked to businesses that invest in
Latin America.”

All of this is not to say that Strauss and
the Carter White House have a blissful rela-
tionship. Strauss can be quite critical of
members of the White House stafl, particu-
larly of what he sees as their political
naiveté—and they must know this—and
some of them resent his penchant for taking
credit. He will occasionally let it be known
that Carter sometimes makes it difficult to
drum up support for him. When Carter was
shuttling around the Middle East in March,
Strauss told a group of reporters—on the
record—at a breakfast, “I think he'd better
come right back and sit down and figure out
how to make something cost less.” Occaslon-
ally when BStrauss does some interesting
chore for the White House, he will let it be
known—ostensibly in the most confidential
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manner (“Here's a real cute story. Now, I
don’t want you to print this”)—until it
makes its way into print. Some are amused
at the way he sometimes exaggerates his role.
Some will point out that, while he will make
an argument within the White House circles
about which way things should go, he will be
alert to which way they are going. One man
in the White House, who definitely likes
Strauss, and who takes a relaxed view of all
this, sald to me recently, with amusement,
“Strauss has three predictable flaws: omne,
he's never kept a secret beyond the first edi-
tion of the Washington Post as far as anyone
can tell; two, he'll give a background briefing
when he's not clear on the facts and it takes
& day to tidy up; three, he'll always arrive
where the victory ls—if he hears there’s a
success coming up, he'll be the first to arrive
and claim credit for it. But it's a good deal
for us. He knows how to put things together.
He's a good bargainer around here. And he's
got more contacts than anyone.” It was
Strauss’s contacts in the steel industry that
helped the Administration get a settlement
of the coal strike last year. The settlement
was inflationary, and disturbed some of the
Administration’s economists, but a White
House man has told me that the White House
wanted the settlement and that Strauss is
not to be blamed for its cost. Nevertheless,
one Administration official suggests that if
the President does everything Strauss sug-
gests that he do in order to get reélected, the
result may be so inflationary that Carter will
be defeated.

The fact that Strauss has a good relation-
ship at all with the Carter White House is
remarkable, considering where the various
parties began. Jimmy Carter certainly was
not Robert Strauss's choice to be the Party's
candidate in 1976, and Carter and the people
around him knew that. Strauss's first alle-
glance was to Henry Jackson—and Carter—
and the people around him knew that, too—
who had helped make him chairman of the
Party, and then to Hubert Humphrey and
Lloyd Bentsen and almost anyone but Jimmy
Carter. Strauss did represent those elements
of the Party that Carter was running against.
Strauss had selected Carter to run the
Party's congressional effort in 1974—which
Carter, for his own reasons, had wanted to
do—and later, when Carter began to do well
in the early primary period, Strauss wondered
what he had wrought. Early in 1976, he was
involved in getting expression of distaste for
Carter from Democratic governors, who were
meeting in Washington and among whom
Carter, the former governor of Georgla, was
quite unpopular, but essentially he was neu-
tral in deed. For some time in 1976, Strauss
apparently belleved—he told & number of
people—that the Democrats would hold a
brokered Conventlon, that the nomination
would be settled In a room. He talked about
how that room would have in it representa-
tives of all segments of the Democratic Party.
This dispelled the idea of a “smoke-filled
room"” and encouraged a number of people,
who were led to belleve they would be in that
room, to cooperate with Strauss,

Then things changed. After the Pennsyl-
vania primary, in late April, when it was clear
that Jackson was out of the picture end it
seemed clear that Carter would be the nom-
inee, Strauss discouraged Hubert Humphrey
from entering the race for the nomination.
In several conversations with both Humphrey
and Humphrey's wife on the eve of his de-
cision, Strauss argued that Humphrey would
be seen as & “spoller,” that he could not get
nominated, and that his entry at that point
would hurt him, hurt Carter, and hurt the
Party. Strauss had decided that he wanted
his legacy to the Party to be a unified Con-
vention—as compared with the fractious one
held in Miami four years earlier. From that
point on, he did a number of things to help
Carter. After Humphrey announced that he
would not enter the New Jersey primary—
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the last one he could enter—Strauss had
people called who were holding blocks of un-
committed delegates, to urge them to get in
line behind Carter. And he revelled in the
fact that he produced a harmonious
Convention.

He was delighted that Carter's acceptance
speech began at ten-thirty-eight and eleven
seconds; he had been determined that his
Convention's nominee would go on as close to
ten-thirty as possible. In 1972, George Me-
Govern gave his acceptance speech shorily
before three in the morning. Vice-President
Mondale recalls that Strauss came into the
room where he was walting to give his own
acceptance speech, and sald, “Fritz, I'm going
to tell you something that’s going to shock
you. Nobody's going to listen to you out
there. That might upset you, but those TV
cameras are going to be on you, and the TV
audience won't know nobody is listening to
you, so you get all excited and just pour
it on."

Though some in the Carter entourage were
opposed to the idea, Carter asked Strauss to
remain as chairman for the course of the
campaign. (Ordinarily, a nominee selects a
new chairman.) Hamilton Jordan explained
to people at the time that it was a marriage
of convenience—that Strauss knew people
they didn't know, and things they didn't
know and didn't have time to learn. But
Strauss was not at the center of the Carter
Presidential campaign, and from time to time
he let reporters know that he thought the
Carter people were not doing a very good job.
After the campalign, Strauss was not offered
& job in the Administration, and he made a
big point of saying that he did not want one,
which convinced a numer of people ihat he
did. He returned to the practice of law, in the
Washington office of his Dallas law firm (the
office had been opened in 1871 with two law-
yers and now has a total of sixty-two law-
yers), and, by all accounts, quickly becamne
bored. The new Carter Administration ran
into a problem in filling the job of special
trade representative—various candidates
were unacceptable to one important group or
another—until it hit on the idea of appoint-
ing Strauss, which it did in March of 1977,
Strauss has spoken of how he had to be
talked into taking the job, but there is evi-
dence that he was interested and ready. Once
he became a part of the Administration, he
became more and more a part of it. I re-
cently asked Jody Powell how Strauss had
ended up being on the inside. He replied, "By
sort of having something that we needed and
being there when we needed it.”

One the plane back to Washington from
Boston, I ask Strauss why he ran for the
chairmanship of the Democratic National
Committee, which promised to be a difficult
job at best.

“T don't know,"” he replies. “I suppose I was
offended by the way I was treated at the 72
Convention. You got to remember I ralsed
all the money to put that thing on; I made it
possible to put that thing on. All of a sudden,
I woke up and I had no role. I got treated like
a step child. That was a little contrary to any-
thing that had happened to me in my whole
life. Helen was offended, too.” According to
others, he was simply shunted aside by the
people around George McGovern, who became
the Party ncminee, and by the people around
Lawrence O'Brien, who was then the Party
chairman, Strauss continues, “I remember
when we flew out of there I said, ‘Helen, I'll
never be as vulnerable again. I've learned a
lot. I'm going to take that thing over and
show those a thing or two.” I was
mad, and I wanted to get even. Even more
than I wanted to put the Democratic Party
back together again, I wanted to show those

. That may not have been the best
motivation, but that was it. The next Con-
vention I went to was in New York in "76, and
I assure you I wasn't vulnerable.”

After the 1972 Convention, Strauss volun-
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teered to help the Senate and House Demo-
cratic campaign committees; he raised a good
deal of money for them, and took Carl Albert,
then the Speaker of the House, and Mike
Mansfleld, then the Senate Majority Leader,
all over the country for appearances. The
congressional leaders were worrled about the
outlook for their party that fall. As a result
of his work, Strauss created congressional
support for his effort to become chairman
of the Party and also for his actlvities as
chairman.

In our conversation on the plane, Strauss
continues, “After the Convention, I still
might have backed out of running for the
chairmanship. I was doing the Democratic
congressional-reelection thing; I was getting
some mentions as chairman, and I was en-
couraging that. And then they started plant-
ing some stories about this ‘right-wing

* who wanted to take over the Party. I
remember having dinner with Helen and
Vera, and I say. '‘The only way to
get out of this Is to win our way
out, and Helen sald, ‘Here we go
agaln,’ and we won our way out.” Bob
Keefe and some others ran the Strauss-for-
chalrman campalgn out of Henry Jackson's
office. (Eeefe later served as an assistant to
Strauss at the D.N.C.) Jackson was part of a
group that came out of the '72 Convention
determined that after the election, which Mc-
Govern was expected to lose, they would put
the Party back together. Others in the group
were labor leaders, governers, and other peo-
ple who had backed Humphrey or Edmund
Muskie. Strauss was also part of the group,
and though apparently he did not begin as
Jackson's candidate, the group finally settled
on him as the man most eager for the job
and most likely to be able to win it.

Strauss remembers getting a phone call
from Averell Harriman offering his help.
“Then Tip O'Neill came out for me and
Mike Mansfield came out for me, and all of
a sudden the ‘right-wing Texan’ had a lib-
eral constituency.”

Strauss's triumph of winning the chair-
manship in December of 1872 was a Darrow
one, but then Strauss, belng Strauss, made
the most of it—more of it than most other
people would have been able to. First, char-
acteristically, he made & number of moves
to show that despite his narrow victory he
was In charge. Through carefully calibrated
appointments to the Party's Executive Com-
mittee, he appeased elements of the liberal
wing which had opposed his selection. Over
the next four years, the great majority of the
votes in the Executive Committee, which in-
cluded representatives of all elements of the
Party from very liberal reformers to conserv-
ative labor anti-reformers, were unanimous.
One person who observed Strauss during
that period recalls, “Everyone got taken care
of; everyone had a stake in the compromises.
It's a great skill. Strauss never dealt with a
discrete matter—he'd always deal with a
package. He'd say, ‘“You want A? I'll go with
you on A, but you have to support me on B
and C. It's a deal? O.K,, it's a deal. Next case,
Judge.’ " One time that this technique falled
was at the Party’s first midterm conference,
in Kansas City in 1974, when the Black Cau-
cus refused to buy his deal on new rules on
affirmative action. Finally, after the confer-
ence threatened to come apart—a prospect
that upset Strauss very much—and the pro-

hard to be recessed for a while,
Strauss, with important help from some of
the governors, got it worked out. Some Party
reformers say that Strauss turned out to
be an ideal chairman for them, because he
was so anxious to establish his credentlals
with them and so desperate for “unity.” And
he was flexible. The reformers say that if
they screamed loud enough Strauss would
move in their direction just to shut them up.
Like as not, if he saw himself losing a battle
he would mansage to end up with the win-
ners. One of the reformers says, “We were
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almost always on opposite sides. He never
rubbed it in if he won, and if he lost he im-
mediately adopted the winning position and
went on from there. Sometimes he would
jump to the other side with the greatest
alacrity I ever saw. I admired him a great
deal.” In the end, the rules were not changed
so substantially from those that obtalned
at the '72 Convention as to upset the re-
formers but were changed enough to paclfy
labor and other Party regulars.

Some say that the Party was ready to be
united after the bruising period between
1068, when it divided over the war, and 1972.
But the divisions of that period carried
over—divisions over who was where on the
war when, divisions over the symbols, and
sometimes the realities, of the reform rules.
Strauss played off the reformers against the
opponents of reform (who had helped put
him in office and at times considered him a
traitor), and accomplished what he had his
heart set on accomplishing: he delivered a
united party to the nominee in 1976, One
person who went through those battles
says, “He had no bellefs, at least within the
world in which he was negotiating. He was
utterly pragmatic.” Another says, “I don't
know if he has an ldeology.” It is also true
that it took & certain kind of person to deal
with the illusions, the postures, the symbols,
and the mythology—that there are all sorts
of people who cannot deal with such things.
Someone caught up in symbols—or ideol-
ogy—could not do it. It took a certain kind
of negotiator. When I asked Barbara Mikulskl
about some people’s assertion that Strauss
has no beliefs, she sald, "I don’t accept that.
I think he always operates from a very firm
base of what he wants to achieve. In terms
of the Democratic Party, it was to rebulld
& coalition and elect a Democratic President.
If he had to do a lot of ballet dancing to keep
us happy, so be it. If he thought we were
screwing that up, he’d resist. I'm a firm be-
llever in openness, affirmative action, process,
and all that, but process is not an end in
itself. There are some people who would still
be caucusing in Iowa. He thought it was
more important to elect a Democratic Presi-
dent than to please any particular constitu-
ency. That was his value. It's the same thing
with trade. There are those of us who are
concerned about steel, or about textiles. He's
trying to get the best deal for the United
States of America. For him, it is not a game.
He relishes the game and the wheeling and
dealing, like a lot of us do, but deep down
he's got a sense of what's best for the coun-
try and for the Party. When you take him
out of his fancy suilts, he's an old-fashioned
Democrat.”

When we reach the alrport terminal In
Washington, Nat Brannum, Strauss's driver,
is holding the recelver of a pay telephone
and hands it to Strauss. “They don't walt a
minute, do they?” Strauss says. It is his of-
fice, with some messages.

As soon as he gets in his car, he places a
phone call to Robert Byrd. “Hi, how you,
Robert?"” Strauss says. "I missed you yester-
day. How'd you do with Ushiba? I hit him
hard. He was supposed to glve you a little
more coal, Did he give you more coal?” This
presumably means that Strauss was press-
ing Nobuhiko Ushiba, the Japanese trade
negotiator, to agree to Import more coal
from the United States; coal is, of course,
mined in Byrd's state, West Virginia. Strauss
continues, “I want to talk to you Monday
or Tuesday. We've got the Forelgn Minister
coming in. The problem is that those con-
cerns are buylng cheaper coal In Australia.
That's what makes it difficult for you, Bob.
Did he offer you just a little more coal this
year than last year? That's what he sald
he'd do. I told him it wouldn’'t be enough
to satisfy you. I want to keep it outside the
trade talks, and there's a way to do it. I
know how. We'll talk about it. All right, my
friend.”
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He hangs up, and says, “That’s the next
one. They're golng to create problems for
me. They’'ll get the coal states mad and next
the steel states.” He urges Brannum to
hurry, so that he can get to his office and
then the White House.

Some time later, Strauss and I have din-
ner in Washington. (Helen Strauss is In
Texas for a wedding.) As we enter the res-
taurant, where Strauss dines frequently, the
maitre d' starts joking with Strauss, and
after a few minutes Strauss cracks, “Show
me a table, will you? If I'd wanted humor,
I'd have gone to the Catskills.” Strauss tells
me that when he went to the race track re-
cently, with Brannum, about four people
came up and introduced themselves to him.
He tells me that the fourth one sald, "This
must drive you crazy,” and that he gave the
old reply, “Yes, but about a third as crazy
as when they stop coming up."” Strauss has
talked frequently about how he planned to
leave the government after he got the trade
bill through, and it seems that, as usual,
there were several purposes in saylng what
he did: to try to convince others that there
was no job he coveted, and that he was In-
dependent; to try to convince himself that
he really wanted to leave. Just about every-
one who knows him well thinks that he
would be miserable If he were very far re-
moved from the excitement, and that what
he would like most is a new challenge.
Strauss has sald he told the President that
he planned to leave and that he could help
Carter more with hls reelection from the
outside.

Which 1s not to say that he was not help-
ing from the inside. Or that he really wanted
to leave. Strauss orders a vodka Martini—
he also had one, as he usually does, before
he went out—and tells me that he spoke
with Vice-Presldent Mondale earller this eve-
ning. "It was about a political problem
we had In a certaln state concerning an
appointment,” he says. “"Mondale can play
that role, too. Mondale and I don't have to
talk to each other fcrever; Mondale and I
talk in shorthand. I'm a Texas conservative
and he's a Minnesota liberal, but on matters
like this we agree completely. And it's nice
to have a man llke Arnie Miller, who's In
charge of personnel at the White House, that
I can call and say, ‘I've got this problem.
Can you help me?' Miller's smart enough to
know when a problem’s coming up and get
it treated. Political problems aren't cured,
the way people think they are; they're
treated and contained until you can get back
and cure them over a period of time. A lot
of people make the mistake of trying fo cure
& political problem right away. If you
appoint someone that the governor or séen-
ator from his state despises, you don’t cure
it; you treat it and contain it for a few
minutes, and you cure it over a period of
months and years."

I ask Strauss how he keeps in his head all
the political data that he draws upon.

“I don't keep track of it all,” he replies.
“I don't know what I know. I have a pretty
good encyclopedia of America, but I couldn't
recite it. If you mention a town to me, I
know who the mayor or the sheri® or the
commissioner is, and whether he is reliable
or unreliable. If you ask me to write what
I know, I could maybe fill a page. But if you
ask me a hundred questions, I could tell you
the answers. I could tell you who matters
where and what he's like. When you mention
Gary, Indlana, or Newark, New Jersey, I've
got a recall on it. I haven't pald any atten-
tion to Ohio polltles In over two years—
haven't thought about it—but when I spoke
at a state dinner in Columbus recently I
was shocked at how gulckly it all came back.
I was amazed at how many people I knew.
Something may come up and I may say,
'‘Let's do something for So-and-S0." I may
say to Vera, ‘Vera, the next state dinner, let's
try to get So-and-So invited.' Or someone
might not get some appointment, and I
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might say, 'When something else comes up,
that's something BSo-and-So might get
appointed to." Or Bob Keefe or Loyd Hackler
might say So-and-So is hurt, and then Il
call Eleanor"—Eleanor Connors, Hamilton
Jordan's executive assistant—"and say, "Why
don't you have Hamilton call?” Or Eleanor
may call Vera and say, ‘Why doesn’t Strauss
call So-and-So?" Hamlilton and Eleanor and
Vera and I are four people who work together
very closely."”

Strauss also spends a great deal of time
talking to Stuart Eizenstat, the President's
assistant for domestic affairs. Strauss is
aware that Elzenstat 1s likely to have a
strong impact on the Presldent’s substantive
decisions on domestic policy, and also that
Eizenstat, like Strauss and llke Mondale, be-
lteves that the President must work to main-
taln a base among the constituent groups of
the Democratic Party. Strauss says, “Stu and
I talk about everything from taxes to energy
to sugar. We talk about everything—every-
thing. Try to keep In mind that there's a
tremendous amount of stuff that comes over
my transom that maybe ought to be brought
to his attention. Btu Is the best I've ever
known for his age and welght. If I say that
to him, I also say, ‘And you're pretty young,
and you don't welgh much, Stu.'” Strauss
makes a point of pralsing others; he knows
that, as he says, it “gets around” that he’s
doing so. He continues, “Stu Elzenstat and
his staff now understand that sugar is poll-
tics, not sugar—that it's steeped in politics,
that it affects the chairman of the Senate Fi-
nance Committee and it affects the chairman
of the Senate Forelgn Relations Committee.”
Both Russell Long and Frank Church, Demo-
crat of Idaho, who is the chairman of the
Forelgn Relations Committee, represent
states where sugar is grown. "“In a town llke
this, you have to find out what their busi-
ness is, what they want out of the way—not
what you want out of the way. Then you
piggy-back your business on top of theirs.
Just remember that Frank Church is chair-
man of the Senate Foreign Relations Com-
mitee and the Administration has a lot on
his committee's plate and Frank Church is
up for reelection In 1980 and his interest is
in seeing that his constituents' interests are
properly represented. You have two very
powerful chairmen interested In sugar, and
properly interested, I might say. They rep-
resent thelr constituents very well."”

I ask him about the period in which he
was In charge of the antl-inflation program.

There is a long silence, and then he shakes
his head sorrowfully. It clearly is not some-
thing he chooses to remember or talk about.
Not only was he stralned just about to his
1imits—he looked ashen during much of that
period—but also it was not one of his tri-
umphs (a failure in which he has company).
Finally, he tells me about how the President
in April of last year asked him, while he was
in Europe working on the trade negotlations,
to take on the inflation problem until the
Administration could get a program in place.
There was no program at the time, and the
President apparently thought that it would
be reassuring to businessmen if he announced
that Strauss was In charge of fighting in-
flation. Now Strauss says, “I travelled the
country with little more than a smile and &
shoeshine. I dldn’'t have a program.” Alfred
Kahn, who was put In charge of the new
wage-and-price program last October, has
sald sympathetically, “Hls program was to
plck up the phone and swear—and he was
very good at it.” Btrauss continues, “We did
pretty good.”

We didn't solve inflation, obvlously, but
we did alert the country. Finally, they got
a program and they got Alfred Kahn In
there. He's the kind of fellow they need. I
felt gullty about talking him into it. The
President didn't ask me to work on the in-
flation thing but for a few months. I was In
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there as & holding action until the President
got & program and a person.”

The conversation turns to Strauss’s posi-
tion In Washington.

“I have power in this town for four rea-
sons,” he says. “One, there are people on the
Hill who I'll go out of my way to help and
they'll go out of their way to help me. Two,
I have power in this town because I have the
kind of relationships I have with the Bob
Keefes and the Lloyd Hacklers and the Harry
McPhersons. There, I have power in this
town because I have a base in Texas, People
in government and politics forget—you got
to keep your base. If you lose that base,
every son of a gun thinks he can knock
you over. You can get blown away. I keep
my base in Texas. I got my friends there,
I like them and they like me. Four, I have
power in this town because people think
I'm close to the President. They think I
see him all the time. I don't see him that
much, but people think I do, and that
gives me power. People think I'm closer to
the President than I am. They think I talk
to him every two, three days. It's not my
fault that people think that.” But Strauss
doesn’t strain to dispel any such impression.

Strauss may In fact be as close to the
President as anyone who has not been
around Carter for many years can be, and
that is in part because he has proved his
loyalty, and In part because it is recognized
that he brings a certain practical wisdom
to the White House, and in part because the
President, who does not have many friends
and does not give the impression that he en-
Joys the company of many people other than
his wife, enjoys Strauss. The President has
an earthy streak that Strauss appeals to. A
joking relationship has developed between
them: Carter once gave Strauss a blown-up
plcture of Strauss’s mother-in-law, and
Strauss, at a Cabinet meeting, once pre-
sented Carter with a blown-up picture of
Carter with a fly on his nose; subsequently,
Carter presented Strauss with what pur-
ported to be a credit card of a place in
Europe with a shady reputation, and sug-
gested that Strauss must have lost it during
his travels there, Strauss even kids Rosalynn
Carter—about her figure (which is good)
and about her husband, and one cannot
imagine anyone else with the nerve to do
this. Or the wisdom: Btrauss understands
that these people are virtually trapped in
their public roles, and need some humor and
human contact in their lives. By giving them
that sort of contact he gives them pleasure—
and makes himself welcome.

The President Is sald to seem pleased when
Strauss comes into a room. The Carters very
rarely go out socially, but the world knew
that in the first year Carter was in office they
and their daughter, Amy, went to the
Btrausses’ Watergate apartment for a dinner
of barbecued shrimp. Strauss persuaded the
President to go for dinner one night last
year with him, Byrd, and O'Neill at Paul
Young's, a restaurant where a number of
political people hang out. (O'Neill didn't
show up; he was under the impression that
the dinner was scheduled for the following
night.) One White House aid says, “Strauss
is the only one who could get Carter to do
that."” After the recent lunch that Carter
attended at Strauss’s home in Dallas, a
White House alde remarked to Strauss, in
the presence of a number of White House
aides, that it was a good thing he didn’t have
yet another home to arrange a Presidential
visit to. Strauss replied, at once, “Listen, you
squirt, Carter’s only the third most popular
President I've had in my home."”

Strauss gets people’s number—figures out
what is important to them, to their lives.
His Interest seems genuine enough, and prob-
ably is—there is a real humanity and com-
passion about the man—and it leaves peo-
ple with a good feeling about Bob Strauss.
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In a city where so many personal transac-
tions are impersonal, where there is a good
deal of abrasion in daily life, where so many
people are simply manipulative, Strauss is
both manipulative and kind; he establishes
human contact.

After talking about something else for a
while, Strauss suddenly says, “When you
start as low as I did, you don't realize where
you've come to."”

I ask him to tell me more about that.

He grows reflective, and says, “You play
your hand; that's what I always say.”

He tells me that he was born in Lockhart,
a small town in south Texas, and that when
he was eight his family moved to Stamford,
in west Texas. He goes on, "My father was a
musician—a planist—and he spoke three or
four languages. As a matter of fact, he played
every instrument there was. He was a culti-
vated man—impoverished and cultivated
both. He would have been a successful mu-
sician; he wasn't a successful businessman.
He ended up with a lttle drygoods store in
a town of two, three thousand people in west
Texas. My mother was strong and had drive
and ran the business and made a good llv-
ing for us. My father liked books and music.
My mother got up and worked In the store
all day and came home and fixed supper at
night.” He continues, “After I got through
high school, I went to the University of
Texas.”

I ask him what happened to him there.

He replies, “Not many things happened to
me at the University of Texas. I discovered
I was Jewish, which meant that you were
ostracized from certain things. That wasn't
the case in the town where I grew up, be-
cause it was so small. I'd have been elected
president of the Baptist Young People's
Union if the local Baptist minister hadn't
thought it was a bum idea because I didn't
belong to the church.

“Later on, I also discovered I could com-
pete with people, which is a very important
discovery. I really learned I could compete
when I got in the F.B.IL It's a very important
thing to learn you can compete. After college
and before I joined the F.B.I, I went to law
school. My mother thought the way for me
to get out of that store was to be a lawyer.
She always thought I could have a public
career, and she thought the law was the
way to get at it. She was determined that I
do that. She dreamed dreams for her son,
the way every mother does. She knew you
had to bottom your dreams on something,
and she thought the law was something to
bottom them on."” Strauss has one brother,
who is a successful banker in Dallas and is
leading an effort to make Dallas the site of
the 1980 Democratic Convention. “The truth
of the matter is, everybody in my law-school
class applied for the F.B.I. In those days, the
F.B.I got the cream out of the universities.
That was just before the Second World War—
June of 1941. It was a way of not getting
drafted. There were people with much better
records than I had, but the interviews were
important, and I interviewed well. I didn't do
very well in the F.B.I—I wasn't a very spec-
tacular fellow. I was all over the country—in
Iowa, Ohlo, Washington, Texas. I was lazy,
a bit shiftless, but I had enough confidence,
or whatever it took, to get along. I was about
a C-plus—that's an overstatement. After I
left the F.B.I., after four years, I became
successful. The truth of the matter is, I've
been successful. I love the fact that I'm rich.
I've earned it, honorably. I built a good law
firm. I bullt a good bank. I had a measure
of success in other economic matters. I start-
ed in politics by handing out circulars for
politiclans when I was nineteen, in college,
and ended up being chairman of the Party.”
(One of the first politiclans Strauss handed
out circulars for was Lyndon Johnson, who
was conducting his first campaign for Con-
gress.)

Something else that happened to Strauss
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at the University of Texas was that he met
John Connally, and later, as Connally rose
in Texas politics, so did Strauss. When Con-
ally became governor, Strauss was appointed
to the state banking board, on which he
served for six years, and then he became na-
tional committeeman from the state, and was
on his way, playing his hand. Strauss con-
tinues, “The Party had an almost nine-and-
a-half-million-dollar debt when I took over
as treasurer and a debt of less than three
million when I left that job, and I cut that
debt down further when I was chairman,
Helen and I have worked hard, and we've
been successful. God damn, I do have & lot
of fun. I'm one lucky sonofabitch.”

We talk about the fact that Strauss will
attend some fund-ralsers in Washington
next week. He attends about six to elght a
week when fund-raisers are in season. I have
been told by others that the knowledge that
Strauss will be present at such affalrs helps
draw the lobbylsts and lawyers who have ac-
cess to campaign contributions and seek ac-
cess to power. By turning up, Strauss earns
the gratitude of the politiclan who is seeking
to ralse money. (On occaslon, he holds a
fundraiser himself, at his Watergate apart-
ment. He held one last year for Robert Krue-
ger—to which the President came—and he is
planning to hold one soon for a Democratic
senator who is up for reelection in 1980.)
“The things you earn on the Hill are not
free, you know,” he says. “You earn them.
The reason I can get some things done up
there isn't because of my personality; it's
because I worry about their business. A
personality will carry you only so far. You
have to deliver. If you can show the average
person in Congress how he can vote right—
no way in the world an average member of
the House and Senate can know what the
issue is all the time, they're so torn apart—
they'll go with you. No way In the world
they can know what the issue is. If you
can show them where the national interest
is, they want to be on that side. If it's going
to cost them reelection, they shouldn’t vote
that way. Nobody does anything Just to do
it for me. I've had some awfully good friends
turn me down on things I've asked for. May-
be somebody else could go up there and get
a lot more votes by making an intellectual
presentation of the case. But if I have any
unique ability it's that I know how to pre-
sent a case in a way that makes it possible
for members to vote the way I want them to,
and i1s a way that they would want to vote.
Most of those guys don't expect you to get
them to Heaven on a tough lssue; they just
want you to keep them from going to Hell.
If you can show them how to vote the right
way and stay allve, that's all they want.
That’s what people don’t understand: they'll
make the right vote if you show them how to
do it without getting defeated. They cor-
rectly say, 'If I get defeated on this issue, I
won't be around to vote on other issues.’ The
truth of the matter is that every Cabinet offi-
cer is up there on what he thinks is the
most important issue, and the senator or
congressman is looking at ten other issues.
Just because I think my trade issue is the
most important issue in the world doesn’t
mean that it is. It's a watershed vote to me.
It's not to a congressman, and he's not
golng to make it and he shouldn’t make it if
it's going to cost him his job.

“If SALT is important, and I think it is,
if hospital-cost contailnment Is important,
and I think it is, and if the trade bill is im-
portant, and I think it is, then a President
is entitled to take certain steps to keep
enough political muscle to do these other
things. The press doesn't write about that.
They say he did these things as political
acts, and that's where they're right, but they
don't go on to say he did it for the larger
goals. That's where the press is wrong, and
that's where the Administration has falled—
in explaining the over-all political context,
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that they did certain things for the good of
the country. You'd say, ‘You did this for
clothespins and this for textiles,' and you're
goddam right. The way you get the canoe to
shore 1s you feed the sharks a little this and
a little that until you get to shore."

At three o'clock on & Tuesday afternoon
in early April, Strauss is talking to a group
of about sixty California bankers in the
family movie theatre In the East Wing ol
the White House, He stands at the front of
the room, which has pale-green walls and
pale-green drapes; the bankers are seated
in rows of chalrs, Already today, he has ad-
dressed representatives of the Kansas
Bureau (at 7:30 a.m.), testified before the
Senate Small Business Committee's Sub-
committee on Government FProcurement,
spoken to a luncheon of the National Dem-
ocratic Club (which is made up largely of
congressional Democrats and lobbyists), had
his picture taken with a congressman from
Louisiana, and attended a sesslon of the
Ways and Means Committee’s Trade Sub-
committee on the M.T.N. Before Strauss
began to speak, he told me that he was very
tired, that he had a lot on his mind, that
he had had a long talk with the President
yesterday after a Cabinet meeting, and that
the trade negotlations in Europe were near-
multilateral negotiations to be concluded
shortly, and he had been up most of the
night talking to negotiators in Europe, and
thinking and worrying.

Now Strauss points out to the bankers
that he has followed Mondale and Kahn in
appearing before them: “You see, we're im-
proving the quality as we go along.” The
bankers laugh. He tells them, “I'm just in
the final hours, maybe minutes, as to wheth-
er they'e golng to accept our package In
Europe. They're asking for changes. We've
been negotlating back and forth and back
and forth, and there comes a time when
you make a deal or you don't. Sometimes
in this country, we reach toc far to make
a deal. I can tell you we're not going to
reach too far. You don't get something with-
out glving something. I'm no genius, and
neither are you.” He Is talking somberly and
seems preoccupled and he rambles, but he
remembers that his purpose here is to per-
suade these bankers that his trade package
is a good one. He talks about his “excellent
staff.,” He says, establishing his credentials
once again, “I bring some different skills:
I've been a bit of a businessman, a bit of a
banker; I've been a lawyer, & politician.
I've been dealing with the Congress and
I've been having a hell of a time.”

The group laughs, and Strauss changes his
tone. “The narrowness of the Congress has
to do with you fellows—you complain all the
time and put those poor devils under terrible
pressure.” And then he seems to realize how
far he has gone, and he says, “I'm going to
talk straight to you, whether you like it or
not. I'm tired. I worked until three last night
and sneezed from three to four, for some
reason. I'm rambling a bit because I've a lot
on my mind.” He tells them the Christian
Herter story and says, “Having lived with
the Congress and having lived with the in-
ternational community and having lived
with the business community and the farm-
ing community, I have some experience. What
are we really about? Well, we're really trying
to write for the first time a set of rules to
guide the game of trade.” And he explains
the new codes that the negotiators are writ-
ing. He mentions citrus (“from your state”)
and says that the negotlators are trying to
write a new code covering subsidies, so that
California crops “‘don’t have to compete with
an orange or an almond that comes into a
country from a third country and has been
subsldized.” He talks about the new gov-
ernment procurement rules. “I'm catching
hell because we're opening a little bit of our
markets up, but in return we're getting the
opportunity to bid on twenty billion dollars’
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worth of forelgn-government purchases. We
have a thirty-billion-dollar trade deficit in
this country. Now, that shouldn't be. This
country has the know-how. This country has
the technological capacity. We've been lazy.
My gosh, I'll bet there are one thousand two
hundred and fifty Japanese people in New
York today knocking on doors and selling
products, and they can speak English as
good as you. And I'll bet there aren't but
thirty Americans over there in Japan and
there aren't but two of them who can speak
Japanese."

He tells them about his schedule today and
then he says, “Hell, if you want to be in style,
take & kick at the President—it's cheap, it's
easy, but it's a outrage. Is President
Carter perfect? Nyuh. He's made mistakes
and he's going to make more mistakes. The
trade package is going to be good. One reason
it's golng to be good is that I'm negotiating
it.” The group laughs. Strauss continues,
“*Another reason it's going to be good is that
Carter's fought for it and he's taken political
scars for 1t."” He talks a bit more about the
trade bill, and then he says, “The problem is
people on the Hill only hear from the nay-
sayers. Is the trade bill A-plus? No. It's B-
plus. But if it doesn't get support it's golng
down the drain, and it's your own
fault. There is enough political Influence in
this room right now to contact every member
of the California delegation and tell them to
be for this. If you care enough to come here,
you ought to get off your duffs. If you don't
care enough to do that, then you're not worth
& tinker's damn. I'm tired of businessmen
who do nothing but complain."” Now he's get-
ting worked up. “There are pecple who com-
plain about the President and about every-
thing.” Pause. Silence. “And, I'll tell you, they
also complain about bankers. The bankers
laugh and applaud.

Strauss concludes, and then takes a few
questions. The first is about what he thinks
of California Governor Jerry Brown's Presl-
dential prospects in 1980. Strauss explains
that he had a very cordial relationship with
Brown In the course of 1976, and then he
says, “I think he's going to run. I think he’s
going to be defeated. That's all she wrote.”
Through his answers to questions, he ex-
plains that the European government he is
negotiating with have political problems, too.
He says, "“We needed a wheat agreement, but
I couldn't get the right kind of bottom on
that agreement, so I left it on the table.
Sometimes it's harder not to take a deal
than to take it.” He tells the bankers about
the problems with the Japanese and tele-
communications eguipment, and uses his
line again about the steel telephone poles.

As he is talking, a telephone in the room
rings, and Strauss remarks to an alde, “If
that’s for me, I'll take it.” The group laughs.
But it is for him, and Strauss gets on a white
phone in the front of the room, saying to the
audience, “Y'all make a little noise while I
take this’ He ducks behind & curtain and
talks on the phone. After a few minutes, he
comes back out with the phone still in his
hands and turns to the bankers and, trying to
get rid of them, waves goodbye and says,
“Thanks a lot, good to see you,” and they
take the hint and leave the room. Now
Strauss shouts into the phone, “If it blows
today, we're in big trouble. You get i,
Btevie—you make those stay and
make a deal.” “Stevie"” is Viscount Etienne
Davignon, who is in charge of the E.C.'s in-
dustrial policy; he 1s talking to Strauss from
Luxembourg. After Strauss hangs up, he says
to me, “They're still negotiating. Somebody
always chokes in these things."

We return to Strauss’s office. Strauss talks
to some staff members about where the nego-
tiations stand; returns a call to Frank Moore,
the White House tant for congr ional
liaison; makes plans to attend the Eentucky
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Derby in May; calls Theodore Brophy, the
chairman of the board of General Telephone
& Electronics (from whom he received a letter
today commending him for his position in
the negotiations with the Japanese on tele-
communlications equipment. Strauss tells
him, "You made my day,” and after he com-
pletes the call he tells Vera Murray, “He's
going to come see me.” He meets with Lee
Kling, a St. Louis banker, who attended the
meeting at the White House and was finance
chairman of the Democratic National Com-
mittee when Strauss was chalrman, and is
now involved in fund-raising for Democrats.
He meets with some staff members about a
problem on the wine-gallon issue which
came up in his meeting with the Ways and
Means Trade Subcommittee this afternoon.

All the while, Vera Murray, & remarkably
calm woman, is taking calls (they are
screened by two other aildes before they get
to her) from people who have urgent mes-
sages for Strauss about the wine-gallon
issue, about Presidential politics, about the
trade bill; who want appointments with
Strauss; who want to arrange a White House
tour for someone. She places a call to a
congressman whose help Strauss is seeking
on the wine-gallon issue, and sees to it
that a certaln memo gets delivered to the
White House. An aide gives her a memo for
Strauss about cheese, so that Strauss can
talk to Gaylord Nelson about the matter
sometime before the Finance Committee
meets tomorrow Strauss is still working on
the Krueger question; now it has been de-
cided that the present Ambassador to Mex-
ico will remain there, and Strauss is pushing
Erueger for a position that is to be created—
Ambassador-at-Large for U.S.-Mexlican re-
lations.

Vera Murray tells me that Strauss—she
refers to him as "“Strauss”—has already
spoken to about forty people on the phone
today. She says that he gets from seventy-
five to a hundred “legitimate™ calls a day,
that he tries to return every call before he
leaves the office, and that if he cannot he
takes the remaining message slips with him
and makes the calls from his car or his
home. She says that he insists that calls be
returned within a day and that mall be an-
swered in three days.

Now it is nearly six o'clock, and Strauss
talks on the phone to an old friend from
Texas, which relaxes him. Strauss 1s to be
at the first of two receptions by six, so
that he can be at the second one, at the
Averell Harrimans’, by six-forty-five. As he
leaves the office, he receives a message that
Wilbur Mills has talked to some people in
the domestic liguor industry about the wine-
gallon issue. He tells Vera Murray that he
wants to talk to Mills in the morning, and
he says to me, “The point is that Wilbur
talked to them. He knows more about trade
by accident than most people in this town
ever learn."” He is told that a certain con-
gressman wants to talk to him. He considers
whether he should return the call this after-
noon and decides, given his state of fatigue,
that he will not. “T might say something
I shouldn't,” he says. “I try not to make
decisions at the end of the day.”

In the car on the way to the first recep-
tion, he places a call to James McIntyre,
the director of the Office of Management
and Budget. He gets on the phone and says,
“Jim McIntyre, please, this Is Ambassador
Strauss.” There is a brief silence, and then
Strauss brightens and says, “I'm fine,
darlin’, how are you?"” And then he says to
Brannum, “Nat, we mustn’t forget to send
those Easter flowers to the White House
switchboard people.” And then he talks
briefly to McIntyre.

The first reception, in the Chandeller
Room of the Sheraton-Carlton Hotel, is for
Senator Donald Stewart, Democrat of Ala-
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bama, who won election last November to
fill out the last two years of a Senate term,
and who is now trying to pay off his cam-
paign debt. Often politicians run up cam-
palgn debts and then try to raise money to
pay them off; the winners have an easier time
ralsing the money than the losers do. When
Btrauss enters the room, a walter, who recog-
nizes him, asks, “Can I get you a drink, Mr.
Ambassador?’’ Strauss replies, “You damn
sure can,” and he orders a vodka Martini.
This fund-raiser, which costs five hundred
dollars per person, is being attended, accord-
ing to one of Senator Stewart’s staff mem-
bers, essentlally by representatives of groups
that have business in Alabama—steel, truck-
ing, dairy, insurance, agriculture, rural elec-
tric—and about fifty people are expected to
show up. Strauss greets Stewart and after
talking to him briefly he says, “Let's go meet
your guests. If you and I stand here lobbying
each other, we're wasting our time.” Strauss
tells a man who is wearing a diamond stick-
pin and is a lobbyist for sugar interests, *“The
Administration is hitched. If they get un-
hitched, you let me know."

A representative of the International Paper
Company tells Strauss that his company has
a letter supporting the trade bill ready to
send to every member of Congress. The man
says, "'It’s pretty strong.”

Strauss says, “Good. Let's make it stronger.”

The paper industry is not entirely pleased
with the trade package thus far; Strauss was
able to get concessions from the Japanese but
less satisfactory ones from the Europeans.
The man offers to go get the letter, saying
that this will take a few minutes, and Strauss
looks at his watch and says, “Why don’t you
get 1t? Let's get some work done.” He talks
to someone about energy. He jokes to some-
one else, “I imagine if you looked around
this room you could find a lobbyist or two.”
The International Paper man comes back
with the letter. It refers to the support by
the company's chalrman, J. Stanford Smith,
for the M.T.N. agreement. Strauss reads it,
gets out a pen, plunks the letter down on a
buffet table, between a platter of cold hors
d'oeuvres variés and a chafing dish filled
with squares of quiche, and writes, “Bob
Btrauss has negotiated firmly, tenaclously,
and aggressively for the United States. He
didn’t get everything he wanted or we wanted
but he has negotiated a set of agreements
that are in the best interest of our nation.
We urge your support of the Trade Agree-
ment when it reaches the Congress.” He glves
the letter back to the man, saying, *“That
kind of language in there makes it more
direct.”

He says, to another man, “"How's the beef
business—you robbin’' sonsofbitches, those
prices you're charging us consumers.” And
then he asks, “The beef people going to be
all right on this trade thing?"

The man replies, “We can't promise our
support until we see the full package.”

Strauss says, "I understand that. We have
to encourage people to keep their herds up.
There isn't enough beef in the world.” Then
he talks to the sugar lobbyist again, and says,
‘“We have a position. You people have to get
together. If you push for more, you'll get
nothing. You act like a bunch of damn fools.
The Administration has a reasonable pack-
age and it's going to stay hitched. The Pres-
ident won't move. You're going to make it
difficult for Russell Long, and he's trying to
help you.” Strauss is using this opportunity
to get a message to the sugar industry,

It's now six-thirty-seven, and Strauss says
his goodbyes and leaves the reception. He got
& lot accomplished in a short time. Bran-
num drives us to the Watergate to pick up
Helen Strauss, and from there we go to the
Harrimans, in Georgetown. On the way,
Helen Strauss kids Strauss about his speech
to the National Democratic Club luncheon
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today—which she attended—and makes some
objective remarks about it. Then she laughs,
and says how sick she is of hearing the story
about how she once told him there was one
fewer great man than he was thinking.
Strauss tells her that they are going to the
Middle East on the day after Easter, because
the President has asked him to lead a trade
mission of government, business, and labor
people to Egypt and Israel, and to “get to
know Begin and Sadat a little better.”

The reception at the Harrimans is to en-
courage support for the annual fund-ralsing
dinner for congressional campalgns, to be
held in May; Strauss has talked Pamela
Harriman into being cochairman of the din-
ner. He has also helped persuade Senator
Wendell Ford and Representative James Cor-
man, of California, to head the Senate and
House Democratic campaign committees.
And now a number of senators up for reelec-
tion and a few members of the House leader-
ship and several Washington lawyers and
lobbyists are gathered at the Harrimans'
home. Strauss mingles for a while, and
shortly after seven he is called to the phone.
After a brief time, he returns and, smiling
and speaking slowly, tells his wife and a few
others, “The Council of Ministers just ap-
proved a trade package in Luxembourg.”

Then, after several people have made for-
mal remarks to the gathering, it Is Strauss’s
turn, and holding a drink, he says, “This 18
my second Martini and I'm tired and I'm go-
ing to take my time.” He tells them that a
friend of his once sald, “Bob Strauss has
spent a lifetime taking money from the
rich and votes from the poor and assuring
both he's protecting them from each other.”
He tells them, “I think that what you do
the Senate makes a difference in the quality
of life in this country. I don't agree with
everything that happens in the House and
the Senate. I sometimes disagree philo-
sophically. But I really think it does make a
difference.”

Strauss is clearly exhausted, but after his
speech he mingles a little longer, working
all the while. A man who represents the In-
surance Industry introduces himself to
Strauss. Strauss tells him, "I need help with
the Connecticut liquor people.” His brain-
computer has sald Insurance-Connecticut-
Heubleln. A reporter asks him how he
squares the Increased price of tickets to the
Democratic congressional dinner—they cost
five hundred dollars last year and will cost
& thousand dollars this year—with the Ad-
ministration’s fight against inflation, and
Strauss, as he sometimes does, especially
when he is tired, answers an unwanted
question with bluster: “I don't know any-
thing about 1it. I've been working my ass off
and here we are in this nice home and you're
asking me a stupid question llke that."” Af-
ter going on for a while, Strauss—not one to
leave anyone angry with him if he can help
it—tries to jolly the reporter, and then he
says, “We've both learned something to-
night. I've learned that I'd better hold my
temper better, and you've learned not to ask
a question like that. I'm very sorry. I'm
tired.” And without another word he walks
away.

Now all that Strauss wants to do Is go
home. As he and his wife head for the
door, he is cornered by a man who proceeds
to tell him about how he had always wanted
to meet “Dick Nixon" and how he finally met
Dick Nixon last weekend and spent an hour
with him and how he and Dick Nixon had
such a good conversation. Strauss, now lean-
ing against a wall for support, his eyes clos-
ing with fatigue, says, “It figures.”

Finally, Strauss leaves the reception and
returns to the Wategate, where he will have
scrambled eggs with his wife, return some
more phone calls, and try to get some sleep.
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LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Mr. CrHArRLES H. WiLson of Califor-
nia (at the request of Mr. WricHT), for
July 13 and 16, on account of official
business.

Mr. RopmNno (at the request of Mr.
WricHT) , for today, on account of illness
in the family.

Mr. Ritter (at the request of Mr.
RHODES), for today, on account of official
business.

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legisla-
tive program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. CorcoraN) to revise and
extend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:)

Mr. Eemp, for 5 minutes, today.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. Fazio) to revise and extend
their remarks and include extraneous
material:)

Mr. WeaveR, for 10 minutes, today.

Mr. ANNUNzIO, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. GonzaLEZ, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. NeLsoN, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. Dobp, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. AuCoIn, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. CavaNaUGH, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. Fror1o, for 60 minutes, on July 186,
1979.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
revise and extend remarks was granted
to:

Mr. ScHEUER, and to include extrane-
ous matter notwithstanding the fact that
it exceeds two pages of the CONGRESSIONAL
Recorp and is estimated by the Public
Printer to cost $3,957.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. CorcoraN) and to include
extraneous material) :

PauL in three instances.
BapHAM.

Evans of Delaware.

RoTtH in two instances.
Lewis in four instances.
DERWINSKI.

BurcENER in two instances.
HOLLENBECK.

ARCHER.

Dickinson in two instances.
Corrins of Texas in two instances.
MicHEL in two instances.
GrassLEY in two instances.
RAILSBACK.

WYDLER.

SHUSTER.

BETHUNE.

Bos WiLson in two instances.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. Fazio) and to include ex-
traneous material:)

Mr. BOLAND.

Mr. Mazzovrr in two instances.

Mr. MOAKLEY.

Mr. HAMILTON.

Mr. LELAND.

Mr. ALBOSTA.

EREERRREEEEERRREE




18484

Mrs. SCHROEDER.

Mr. EARLY.

Mr. OTTINGER.

Mr. WIRTH.

Mr. CONYERS.

Mr., WAXMAN.

Mr. OBERSTAR in two instances.
Mr. ADDABEO.

Mr, VENTO.

Mr. LaFaLCE in two instances.
Mr., CAVANAUGH.

BILL PRESENTED TO THE
PRESIDENT

Mr. THOMPSON, from the Committee
on House Administration, reported that
that committee did on July 12, 1979, pre-
sent to the President, for his approval, a
bill of the House of the following title:

H.R. 3078. To amend the Federal Trade
Commission Act to exempt savings and loan
institutions from the application of certain
provisions contained in such act.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Speaker, I move that
the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 3 o'clock and 12 minutes p.m.),
under its previous order, the House ad-
journed until Monday, July 16, 1979, at
12 o'clock noon.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

2006, A letter from the Vice President for
Government Affairs, National Rallroad Pas-
senger Corporation; transmitting the finan-
cial report of the Corporation for the month
of March 1979, pursuant to section 308(a) (1)
of the Rail Passenger Service Act of 1970,
as amended; to the Committee on Interstate
and Forelgn Commerce.

2007. A letter from the Asslstant Secretary
of the Treasury for Legislative Affairs, trans-
mitting the first annual report on fishery
allocations, permits, and foreign Iimport
barriers, pursuant to section 201(f) of the
Fishery Conservation and Management Act
of 1976, as amended; to the Committee on
Merchant Marine and Fisherles.

2008. A letter from the Administrator of
Veterans Affairs, transmitting a report on
the agency’'s computer matching programs;
to the Committee on Veterans' Affalrs.

2009. A letter from the Executive Secre-
tary, Agricultural Policy Advisory Commit-
tee, transmitting the committee’s report on
the Multilateral Trade Negotiations ee-
ments initialed in Geneva on April 12, 1979,
pursuant to section 135(e) (1) of the Trade
Act of 1974; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

2010. A letter from the Chairman, Agricul-
tural Technical Advisory Committee for
Trade Negotiations on Ollseeds and Prod-
ucts, transmitting the committee's report on
the Multilateral Trade Negotiatlons Agree-
ments initialed in Geneva on April 12, 1979,
pursuant to section 135(e) (1) of the Trade
Act of 1974; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

2011. A letter from the Comptroller Gen-
eral of the United States, transmitting a
report on management improvements and
legislative amendments needed for effective
implementation of the Endangered Specles
Act, as amended; jointly, to the Committees
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on Government Operations, and Merchant
Marine and Fisherles.

2012. A letter from the Secretary, Federal
Trade Commission, transmitting a report on
the study and evaluation of the rulemaking
procedures prescribed by the Magnuson—
Moss Warranty—FTC Improvement Act,
pursuant to sectlon 202(d) of Public Law
03-637, as amended; jointly, to the Commit-
tees on Interstate and Foreign Commerce,
and the Judiciary.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUB-
LIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

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. STAGGERS: Committee on Interstate
and Forelgn Commerce. HR. 39042. A bill to
provide assistance to alrport operators to
prepare and carry out noise compatibility
programs, to provide assistance to assure
continued safety in aviation, and for other
purposes; with amendment (Rept. No.
96-203, Pt. II). Referred to the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union.

Mr. PERKINS: Committee on Education
and Labor. HR. 4514. A bill to amend title
IITI of the Comprehensive Employment and
Training Act to provide for the assessment
of manpower needs for the full development
of domestic energy resources; with amend-
ment (Rept. No. 96-333). Referred to the
Committee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union.

Mr. ULLMAN: Committee on Ways and
Means. Report pursuant to section 302(b)
of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974
(Rept. No. 96-334). Referred to the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State of
the Undon.

Mr. ULLMAN: Committee on Ways and
Means. Legislative savings report of the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means pursuant to sec-
tion 4(b) of House Congressional Resolution
107, First Concurrent Budget Resolution for
Fiscal Year 1980 (Rept. No. 96-335) . Referred
to the Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union.

Mr. UDALL: Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs. HR. 3275. A bill to amend
the Small Reclamation Projects Act of 1956,
as amended; with amendment (Rept. No.
96-337). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Union.

Mr. PEREKINS: Committee on Education
and Labor. H.R. 4591. A bill to make techni-
cal corrections and miscellaneous amend-
ments in certaln education laws contained
in the Education Amendments of 1978; with
amendment (Rept. No. 96-338). Referred to
the Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union.

ADVERSE REPORTS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII,

Mr. ULLMAN: Committee on Ways and
Means. House Resolution 317. Resolution dis-
approving the President's recommendation
to extend certain waliver authority under the
Trade Act of 1974 with respect to Romania.
Reported adversely, without amendment
(Rept. No. 96-336) . Referred to the Commit-
tee of the Whole House on the State of the
Union.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 5 of rule X and clause 4
of rule XXII, public bills and resolutions
were introduced and severally referred
as follows:

July 13, 1979

By Mr. DRINAN:

HR. 4780. A bill to extend for 2 years the
existing suspension of duty on synthetic
tantalum/columbium concentrate; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. FISHER:

HR. 4781. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to encourage the pro-
duction of alcohol for use as a fuel or petro-
leum substitute by allowing the amortization
based on & 60-month period of facilities pro-
ducing alcohol for those uses; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. JONES of Tennessee (by re-
quest) :

H.R. 4782. A bill to amend further the Farm
Credit Act of 1871 to permit Farm Credit
System institutions to improve thelr services
to borrowers, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. LEWIS:

H.R. 4783. A bill to amend the Colnage Act
of 1965 to change the size and weight of the
$1 coin; to the Committee on Banking, Fi-
nance and Urban Affairs.

By Mr. OTTINGER (for himself, Mr.
Fi1sH, and Mr. FAz1o) :

H.R. 4784. A bill to increase the use of solar
energy and energy from other renewable re-
sources by establishing a Solar Energy Devel-
opment Bank, and by providing certain tax
and housing benefits to encourage the use of
such energy; jointly, to the Committee on
Banking, Finance and Urban Affairs and
Ways and Means.

By Mr. PATTERSON:

HR. 4785. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to allow a deduction
for certain fees imposed by State and local
governments with respect to municipal serv-
ices; to the Committee on Ways and Means,

By Mr. PAUL:

HR. 4786. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to allow individuals a
deduction for certain transportation and
meal expenses; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

H.R. 4787. A Dbill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to exempt all interest
recelved by Individuals from Federal income
tax; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. ROBERTS (for himself, Mr.
JoHNsON of Californla, Mr. HARSHA,
and Mr. CLAUSEN) :

H.R. 4788. A bill authorizing the construe-
tion, repair, and preservation of certain pub-
lic works on rivers and harbors for naviga-
tion, flood control, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Public Works and
Transportation.

By Mr. ROE:

H.R. 4789. A bill to stimulate research and
development aimed at the production of
gasohol as an alternative energy source by
establishing national demonstration facili-
ties for the conversion of garbage and other
solid wastes into fuels, to be constructed by
the Secretary of Energy under the Federal
Nonnuclear Energy Research and Develop-
ment Act of 1974; to the Committee on
Sclence and Technology.

By Mrs. SNOWE:

H.R. 4780. A bill to authorize the Campfire
Girls of Cundy Harbor, Maine, to erect a
monument on Maine Avenue in the District
of Columbia; to the Committee on House
Administration.

By Mr. STAGGERS (for himself, Mr.
Price, Mr. Uparr, Mr. Fuqua, Mr.
Ropino, Mr, REuss, Mr. Brooks, and
Mr. MurpHY of New York) (by re-
quest) :

HR. 4791. A bill to amend the Department
of Energy Organization Act to encourage the
domestic development and production of syn-
thetic fuels; jointly, to the Committees on
Banking, Finance and Urban Affairs, Interior
and Insular Affairs, and Interstate and For-
elgn Commerce.
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By Mr. WRIGHT:

H.R. 4792. A bill to name a certain Federal
building in Houston, Tex., the Bob Casey Fed-
eral Building—U.S. Courthouse; to the Com-
mittee on Public Works and Transportation.

By Mr. UDALL:

H. Con. Res. 162. Concurrent resolution
providing for the printing of the final re-
port of the Indian Claims Commission as &
House document; to the Committee on House
Administration.

By Mr. KEMP:

H. Res. 356. Resolution to express the sense
of the House of Representatives that the
leaders of the Communist nations in Eastern
Europe should release certain Christian po-
litical prisoners who have committed no
crimes against the state according to the
provisions of Basket One of the Helsinki Ac-
cords; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. WAXMAN (for himself, Mr.
RANGEL, Mr. PEPPER, Mr. PREYER, MT.
MAGUIRE, Mr. WALGREN, Mr. LELAND,
Mr. CARTER, Mr. BTOCKMAN, Mr. LEE,
Mr. Forp of Tennessee, Mr. DRINAN,
Mr. BonNker, Mr. RATCHFORD, Mr.
Stack, Mr. Mica, Mr. AsDNOR, Mr.
Marxs, Mr. REcULA, Mr, HOLLENBECK,
Mr. WHITTAKER, and Mr. GRASSLEY) :

H. Res. 357. Resolution relating to the re-
port by the Secretary of Health, Education,
and Welfare with respect to home health and
other in-home services; jolntly, to the Com-
mittees on Interstate and Forelgn Commerce,
and Ways and Means.

MEMORIALS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII,

253. The SPEAKER presented a memorlal
of the Legislature of the State of California,
relative to human rights' atrocities; to the
Committee on Foreign Affairs.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. CORMAN:

H.R. 4793. A blll for the relief of Simon
Ifergan Meara; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. CORRADA:

H.R. 4794. A bill for the relief of Olga Alicia
Fernandez de Recanatini; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

By Mr. PATTERSON:

H.R. 4785. A bill for the relief of Ghassan

Y. Cotta; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors
were added to public bills and resolutions
as follows:

H.R. 1173: Mr. DaNIEL B, CRANE.

H.R.1177: Mr. SHELBY.

H.R. 2240: Mr. Bownior of Michigan, Mr.
MARKEY, Mr. BepeLnL, Mr. ERLENBORN, Mr.
Weiss, Mr. GrisHAM, and Mr. MoFFETT.

H.R. 2540: Mr. McCLOSKEY,

H.R. 26568: Mr. SYMMS.

H.R. 3335: Mr. EARLY.

H.R. 3542: Mr. SHUMWAY.

H.R. 3766: Mr. GiLMAN, Mr. GOODLING, Mr.
LuNGrREN, Mr. McHucH, Mr. SToKES, Mr.
CoUrTER, and Mr. MCEWEN.

H.R. 3905: Mr. CourTER and Mr. FrOST.

H.R. 3008: Mr. SToKES.

H.R. 3957: Mr. StEEp, Mr. Encrism, Mr.
SEBELIUS, Mr, IcCHORD, and Mr. VOLEMER.

HR. 4093: Mr. Leranp, Mr. Peasg, Mr.
MoaxLEY, Mr. MoorHEAD of Pennsylvania,
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Mr, LeEace of Louisiana, Mr. Stupps, Mr.
MirrcHELL of Maryland, Mr. Eowarps of Cali-
fornia, Mr. LaFaLce, Mr. Fazio, Mr. HUGHES,
Mr. Weiss, Mr. RICEMOND, Mr. DRINAN, Mr.
EDGAR, Mr. HAWKINS, Mr. MOFFETT, Ms. Mi-
KULsKI, Mr. Proop, Mr. NorawN, Mr. WHITE-
HURsT, Mr. DowNEY, Mr. Gray, Mr. SEIBER-
LING, Mr. PHILLIP BURTON, Mr. DOUGHERTY,
Mr. MINETA, Mr. STaRK, Mr. THOMPSON, Mr.
BarNES, Mr. JoHN L. BurTOoN, Mr. Mav-
ROULES, Mr. Stoxes, Mr. BEpELL, Mrs. CHis-
HoLM, Ms., HoLTzMAN, Mr, LUKEN, Mr. BON-
1or of Michigan, Mr. MAGUIRE, Mr. BRODHEAD,
Mr. LEEMAN, Mr. McDADE, and Mr. OBERSTAR.

HR. 4312: Mr. Youna of Florida, Mr.
ScHEUER, Mr. Stoxes, Mr. DorNAN, Mr.
Werss, Mr. CouGHLIN, and Mr, RINALDO,

H.R. 4329: Mr. LUNGREN.

H.R. 4514: Mr. BAnLEY, Mr. NicxoLs, Mr.
BeviLL, Mr. HUusBARD, Mr. CARTER, Mr. HoP-
KINS, Mr. WaMPLER, Mr. MazzoLl, Mr, JONES
of North Carolina, Mr. WiLLiaMs of Montana,
Mr. Nowax, Mr. SToKEs, Mr. RamEaLL, Mr.
RATCHFORD, Mr. Mmrer of California, Mr.
SwypeEr, Mr. Froop, Mr. BURGENER, Mr. ERr-
DAHL, Mr. GupGeEr, Mr. WyYLIE, Mr. SHELBY,
Mr. Leamaw, Mr. ErTEL, Mr. YATRON, Mr.
JornsoN of Colorado, Mr. Evans of the Vir-
gin Islands, Mr. QUILLEN, and Mr. LATTA.

H.R. 4548: Mr. DorNAN, Mr. LAGOMARSINO,
Mr. EmrpaHL, and Mr. CHarRLEs WiLson of
Texas,

H.R. 4549: Mr. McEay.

H.R. 4747: Mr. REGULA,

H. Res. 203: Mr. STOKES.

H. Res. 347: Mr. DriNaN, Mr. YaTes, Mr.
BRODHEAD, Mr. MOAKLEY, Mr. RANGEL, Mr. AU~
CoIN, Mr. STaACK, Mr. LAGOMARSINO, Mr. Har-
KIN, Mr. WoLPE, Mr. LEDERER, Mr. CoNTE, Mr.
GrapisoN, Mr. McHucH, Mr. BUCHANAN,
Mr. VAN DeerriN, Mr. BeperLr, Mr. PHILIP
M. CrRANE, Mr. QUAYLE, Mr. MINETA, Mr. SoLo-
mMoN, Mr. MrrcHELL of Maryland, Mrs. HECXK -
LER, Mr. WIRTH, Mr. JEFFORDS, Mr. BENJAMIN,
Mr. BLaNCHARD, Mr. WiLriams of Montana,
Mr. LeviTas, Mr. DANIEL B. CRANE, Mr. Fas-
CELL, Mr. BoLAND, Mr. OeersTAR, Mr. Long of
Maryland, Mr. Harris, Mr. Waxman, Mr. D'-
Amours, Mr. Comrrapa, Mr. BEILENsON, Mr.
STEWART, Mr. Frost, Mr. CorMAN, Mr. Hor-
ToN, Mr. HucHes, Mr. Hair of Ohlo, Mr.
BarnEs, Mr. Gorg, and Mr. LEHMAN.

AMENDMENTS

Under clause 6 of rule XXIII, pro-
posed amendments were submitted as
follows:

H.R. 2462

By Mr. CORRADA:
—Page 4, after line 5, add the following new
section:

Sec. .Untll the Secretary of the Treasury
determines that there is sufficlent service
on vessels of the United States to carry
the passenger trade between ports on the
east and gulf coasts of the United States
and ports in Puerto Rico, the Secretary of
the Treasury may Issue permits annually
to forelgn-flag vessels authorizing such ves-
sels to transport passengers between such
ports. No forelgn-flag vessel issued a permit
under this section shall be subject to section
8 of the Act of June 19, 18868 (24 Stat.
81; 46 U.S.C. 289) during the period such
permit is in effect.

HR.24T1
By Mr. GUARINI:
—Page 3, after line 10, add the following
new section:

SEc, 4. CHECKS ON QUANTITY OF IMPORTED
PETROLEUM.

The Secretary of the Treasury shall take
such action as may be necessary to insure
that employees of the United States Custom
Service (rather than licensed public gagers
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or other individuals not employees of the
United States Custom Service) check the
quantity of all petroleumm and petroleum
products imported into the United States.

H.R. 3996
By Mr. DUNCAN of Oregon:
—Page T2, line 19, strike out “subsection”
and insert in lieu thereof “subsections".

Page 72, line 20, insert "(1)" Immediately
after “(d)".

Page 73, line 3, strike out (1)" and insert
in lleu thereof “(A)".

Page 73, line 7, strike out *(2)" and in-
sert in lieu thereof “(B)".

Page 73, line 23, strike out the closing
guotation marks and the following period.

Page 73, after line 23, insert the fol-
lowing:

“(2) Where reductions in operating ex-
penses can be obtalned, the Corporation
shall operate rail passenger service over any
short distance route which is recommended
for discontinuance by the Secretary pur-
suant to section 4 of the Amtrak Improve-
ment Act of 1978, with or without any
restructuring of such route to serve major
population centers as end-points or principal
intermediate points, in order to maintain a
national intercity rail passenger system, if—

“(A) the short-term avoidable loss per
passenger mile on such route, as calculated
by the Corporation and projected for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 1980, is not
more than nine cents per passenger mile; and

“(B) the passenger mile per traln mile, as
calculated by the Corporation and projected
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 1980,
is not less than 80.

“(e) (1) In order to preserve regional bal-
ance in the national intercity rail passenger
system and to ensure that long distance
routes recommended for discontinuance by
the Secretary pursuant to section 4 of the
Amtrak Improvement Act of 1978 which pro-
vide service to regions with few population
centers in a large geographic area have equal
opportunity to qualify for continued opera-
tion, the Corporation shall operate a long
distance route in each section of the United
States (with sections being determined by
dividing the United States into four quad-
rants) if—

“(A) service is not maintalned on any long
distance route in that section under the
criteria set forth in subsection (d)(1) of
this section; and

“{B) the Corporation determines that (1)
a long distance route exists in that section
which has shown and will show improve-
ments in performance under the criteria set
forth In subsection (d)(1) of this sectionm,
and (i1) such route shows potential, under
such criterla, to warrant maintenance in the
system.

*“{2) The Corporation shall not continue
to operate any route under this subsection
if service is provided on & significant part of
that route by any other route.”.

**(3) Bervice operated on a route under
this subsection shall continue to be operated
after October 1, 1881, only if such route
meets the criterla set forth in subsection
(d) (1) of this section."”.

Page 80, line 17, strike out “$35,000,000"
and insert in lieu thereof “$50.000,000".

Page 80, line 18, strike out ‘'$36,000,000"
and insert in lieu thereof “$52,000,000™.

Page 80, line 19, strike out “$37,000,000"
and Insert in lleu thereof “$55,000,000".

Page 89, line 9, after “tlons.” insert the
following: “Substitute service provided over
an existing route under this paragraph shall
continue to be operated after October 1, 1981,
only if such route meets the criteria set forth
in section 404(d) (1) of the Rail Passenger
Service Act.”.
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