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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Monday, July 15, 1985

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.

The Chaplain, Rev. James David
Ford, D.D., offered the following
prayer:

We offer this word of gratitude, O
gracious God, for the abiding presence
of Your spirit. Though we may seek to
depart from You, You do not depart
from us; though often we do not wish
to face our faults, You forgive us and
grant us new life. Our hearts are ap-
preciative, that though we often
forget Your providence for us and we
seem to turn away, You continue to
surround us with Your love and com-
fort us with Your presence. For Your
external faithfulness, O God, we offer
this our prayer of thanksgiving. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

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

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

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 and con-
current resolution of the House of the
following titles:

H.J. Res. 198. Joint resolution providing
for appointment of Barnabas McHenry as a
citizen regent of the Board of Regents of
the Smithsonian Institution; and

H. Con. Res. 59. Concurrent resolution
commemorating the 100th annlversa.ry of
the death of Ulysses S. Grant, the 18th
President of the United States.

The message also announced that
the Senate had passed with an amend-
ment in which the concurrence of the
House is requested, a bill of the House
of the following title:

H.R. 1460. An act to express the opposi-
tion of the United States to the system of
apartheid in South Africa, and for other
purposes.

The message also announced that
the Senate disagrees to the amend-
ments of the House to the bill (S.
1160) “An act to authorize appropria-
tions for the military functions of the
Department of Defense and to pre-
scribe personnel levels for the Depart-
ment of Defense for fiscal year 1986,
to authorize certain construction at
military installations for such fiscal
year, to authorize appropriations for
the Department of Energy for nation-
al security programs for such fiscal
year, and for other purposes,” agrees
to the conference asked by the House

on the disagreeing votes of the two
Houses thereon, and appoints Mr.
GOLDWATER, Mr. THURMOND, MTr.
WARNER, Mr. HuMPHREY, Mr. COHEN,
Mr. QuayLE, Mr. East, Mr. WILSON,
Mr. DENTON, Mr. GramMm, Mr. NUNN,
Mr. STENNIS, Mr. HART, Mr. EXoON, Mr.
Levin, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. BINGAMAN,
Mr. Dixon, and Mr. GLENN to be the
conferees on the part of the Senate.

CONSENT CALENDAR

The SPEAKER. This is the day for
the call of the Consent Calendar. The
Clerk will call the bill on the Consent
Calendar.

HAYDEN RHODES AQUEDUCT

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 2340)
to designate the Granite Reef aque-
duct of the central Arizona project as
the “Hayden Rhodes aqueduct.”

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the present consideration of the
bill?

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. Speaker, reserving
the right to object, on November 15,
1985, the first major portion of the
central Arizona project, the Granite
Reef agueduct is scheduled to be dedi-
cated. On that day, Arizona history
will be written. Colorado River water
will begin flowing into the Phoenix
metropolitian area. The occasion will
be marked by celebrations of this long
awaited triumph over time and nature
as well as many engineering, funding,
and political obstacles.

Mr. Speaker, it will be the culmina-
tion of the work of many. However,
the names of Carl Hayden and John
Rhodes, whose public service careers
spanned 70 years, are two names that
ge must indeed pay tribute to on that

ay.

Carl Hayden and John Rhodes were
truly dedicated to seeing the CAP
become a reality. Senator Hayden, as
the long-time chairman of the Senate
Appropriations Committee, was in the
unique position to transform the con-
cept of delivering Colorado River
water to central and southern Arizona
into a reality. His efforts culminated
in September of 1968 when legislation
was signed into law authorizing the
central Arizona project.

Senator Hayden's work in the
Senate was matched by John Rhodes’
contributions in the House of Repre-
sentatives. During his 30 years in the
service of the people of Arizona, John
Rhodes displayed the leadership and
the statesmanship necessary to forge
the alliances that would ensure fund-
ing for the central Arizona project.

Arizona owes a tremendous debt of
gratitude to Carl Hayden and John
Rhodes. Designating the Granite Reef
portion of the central Arizona project
as the Hayden Rhodes Aqueduct is
only a small token of the appreciation
that all Arizonans feels toward these
two great Americans. It is only appro-
priate that the Aqueduct which carries
the waters of the Colorado River to
the district that these men once repre-
sented be named in their honor.

I urge your support for this legisla-
tion.

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva-
tion of objection.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the present consideration of the
bill?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the bill, as follows:

H.R. 2340

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the Uniled States of
America in Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. DESIGNATION OF GRANITE REEF AQUE-
DUCT AS “HAYDEN RHODES AQUE-
DUCT™.

The Granite Reef Aqueduct of the Cen-
tral Arizona Project, constructed, operated,
and maintained under section 301(a)1) of
the Colorado River Basin Project Act (43
U.8.C. 1521(aX1)), hereafter shall be known
and designated as the “Hayden Rhodes Ag-
ueduct”.

SECTION 2. REFERENCES TO AQUEDUCT.

Any reference in any law, regulation, doc-
ument, record, map, or other paper of the
United States to the aqueduct referred to in
section 1 hereby is deemed to be a reference
to the “Hayden Rhodes Aqueduct”.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the
third time, and passed, and a motion
to reconsider was laid on the table.

The SPEAKER. This concludes the
call of the Consent Calendar.

TRANSFER OF CONSTITUTIONAL
POWERS UNDER 25TH AMEND-
MENT TO THE CONSTITUTION
AND RESUMPTION OF SAME—
MESSAGES FROM THE PRESI-
DENT OF THE UNITED STATES

The SPEAKER laid before the
House the following messages from
the President of the United States;
which were read:

THE WHITE HOUSE,
Washington, July 13, 1985.
Hon. THOMAS P. O'NEILL, JT.,
Speaker, House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DeAr MR. SPEAKER: I am about to undergo
surgery during which time I will be briefly
and temporarily incapable of discharging
the Constitutional powers and duties of the
Office of the President of the United States.

O 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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After consultation with my Counsel and
the Attorney General, I am mindful of the
provisions of Section 3 of the 25th Amend-
ment to the Constitution and of the uncer-
tainties of its application to such brief and
temporary periods of incapacity. I do not be-
lieve that the drafters of this Amendment
intended its application to situations such
as the instant one,

Nevertheless, consistent with my long-
standing arrangement with Vice President
George Bush, and not intending to set a
precedent binding anyone privileged to hold
this Office in the future, I have determined
and it is my intention and direction that
Vice President George Bush shall discharge
those powers and duties in my stead com-
mencing with the administration of anes-
thesia to me in this instance.

I shall advise you and the Vice President
when I determine that I am able to resume
the discharge of the Constitutional powers
and duties of this Office.

May God bless this Nation and us all,

Sincerely,
RONALD REAGAN.

THE WHITE HOUSE,
Washington, July 13, 1985.
Hon. THoMAs P. O’NeILL, Jr.,
Speaker, House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEArR MR. SPEAKER: Following up on my
letter to you of this date, please be advised I
am able to resume the discharge of the Con-
stitutional powers and duties of the Office
of the President of the United States. I have
informed the Vice President of my determi-
nation and my resumption of those powers
and duties.

Sincerely,
RONALD REAGAN.

DIRECTING THE CLERK TO
MAKE CORRECTIONS IN EN-
GROSSMENT OF HR. 2340,
HAYDEN-RHODES AQUEDUCT

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that on the bill
just considered, that the words
“Hayden Rhodes” be changed to in-
clude a hyphen so it will read
“Hayden-Rhodes” wherever it ap-
pears, including the title, and that the
Clerk be directed to make such
changes in the engrossment of the bill.

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

There was no objection.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks on the
bill, H.R. 2340, Hayden-Rhodes aque-
duct.

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

There was no objection.
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REPORT ON RESOLUTION WAIV-
ING CERTAIN POINTS OF
ORDER AGAINST CONSIDER-
ATION OF H.R. 2959, ENERGY
AND WATER DEVELOPMENT
APPROPRIATIONS, 1986

Mrs. BURTON of California, from
the Committee on Rules, submitted a
privileged report (Rept. No. 99-198),
on the resolution (H. Res. 221) waiving
certain points of order against consid-
eration of the bill (H.R. 2959), making
appropriations for energy and water
development for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 1986, and for other pur-
poses, which was referred to the

House Calendar and ordered to be
printed.

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 8, WATER QUALITY RE-
NEWAL ACT OF 1985

Mrs. BURTON of California, from
the Committee on Rules, submitted a
privileged report (Rept. No. 99-199),
on the resolution (H. Res. 222), provid-
ing for the consideration of the bill
(H.R. 8) to amend the Federal Water
Pollution Control Act to provide for
the renewal of the quality of the Na-
tion’s waters, and for other purposes,
which was referred to the House Cal-
endar and ordered to be printed.

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 10, NATIONAL DEVEL-
OPMENT INVESTMENT ACT

Mrs. BURTON of California, from
the Committee on Rules, submitted a
privileged report (Rept. No. 99-200),
on the resolution (H. Res. 223) provid-
ing for the consideration of the hill
(H.R. 10) to amend the Public Works
and Economic Development Act of
1965 and the Appalachian Regional
Development Act of 1965, which was
referred to the House Calendar and
ordered to be printed.

COMMUNICATION FROM THE
CLERK OF THE HOUSE

The SPEAKER laid before the
House the following communication
from the Clerk of the House of Repre-
sentatives:

WasHINGTON, DC,
July 12, 1985.
Hon. THoMas P. O'NEILL, JT.
The Speaker, House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

Dear MR. SpEakER: Pursuant to the per-
mission granted in Clause 5, Rule III of the
Rules of the U.S. House of Representatives,
the Clerk received at 12:15 p.m. on Friday,
July 12, 1985, the following message from
the Secretary of the Senate: that the
Senate passed H.J. Res. 325.

With kind regards, I am,

Sincerely,
BENJAMIN J. GUTHRIE,
Clerk, House of Representatives.
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COMMUNICATION FROM THE
CLERK OF THE HOUSE

The SPEAKER laid before the
House the following communication
from the Clerk of the House of Repre-
sentatives:

WasHINGTON, DC,
July 12, 1985.
Hon. THoMAS P. O’NEILL, Jr.
The Speaker, House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

Dear MR. SpEAKER: Pursuant to the per-
mission granted in Clause 5, Rule III of the
Rules of the U.S. House of Representatives,
I have the honor to transmit a sealed enve-
lope received from the White House at 1:50
p.m. on Friday, July 12, 1985 and said to
contain a message from the President
wherein he transmits a report pursuant to
section 204 of the International Emergency
Economic Powers Act (50 U.S.C. 1703) and
section 401(c) of the National Emergency
Act (50 U.S.C. 1641(c)).

With kind regards, I am,

Sincerely,
BENJAMIN J. GUTHRIE,
Clerk, House of Representatives.

RESCINDING DECLARATION OF
ECONOMIC EMERGENCY AND
REVOKING EXECUTIVE ORDER
NO. 12470—MESSAGE FROM
THE PRESIDENT OF THE
UNITED STATES

The SPEAKER laid before the
House the following message from the
President of the United States; which
was read, and together with the ac-
companying papers, referred to the
Committee on Foreign Affairs:

(For message, see proceedings of the
Senate of today, Monday, July 15,
1985.)

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE
ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR
AFFAIRS TO FILE REPORT ON
HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION 187,
APPROVING COMPACT OF
FREE ASSOCIATION WITH FED-
ERATED STATES OF MICRONE-
SIA AND THE MARSHALL IS-
LANDS

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, with the
concurrence of the minority leader-
ship of the committee, I ask unani-
mous consent that the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs have until
5 p.m. today to file a report on House
Joint Resolution 187—to approve the
Compact of Free Association with the
Federated States of Micronesia and
the Marshall Islands.

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

There was no objection.

HOUSE/SENATE CONFERENCE
ON BUDGET RESOLUTION

(Mr. WRIGHT asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)
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Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Speaker, today
the House and Senate conferees
resume our efforts to find a compro-
mise on the budget resolution.

Our House conferees are determined
that we shall reduce the 1986 deficit
projected in President Reagan’'s Feb-
ruary budget by at least $56 billion.

The House resolution achieved that
degree of saving without breaking the
Government's promise to the Nation's
retirees and without adding new taxes.

The Senate-passed budget, by con-
trast, contains a number of hidden tax
increases under the misleading label of
“user fees.” One of these proposed
“user fees” would come as a very un-
pleasant surprise to anyone buying a
home with a federally guaranteed
mortgage.

Under the plan of the Republican
Senate leadership, a middle income
homeowning family or future purchas-
er with an FHA, VA, FNMA, GNMA,
or Farm Home Loan mortgage would
be saddled with a new backdoor tax.

Perhaps worst of all, the tax would
be retroactive. It would apply to home
loans already on the books.

An average, middle income mortgage
holder with a median-sized home loan
would be required by the Senate plan
to pay $2,560 more up front, or $30
more every month, which would come
to a hidden tax of $10,800 over the life
of the average mortgage.

This is an insidious, under-the-table
tax on home ownership. It reduces
still further the number of Americans
who can own homes. It is absolutely,
diametrically counter to what we've
been attempting to do in this country.

This is just one of the ways in which
the Senate resolution is unfair to the
middle income American family. Your
House conferees are determined to
oppose this kind of backdoor hidden
taxation.

JUSTICE DEPARTMENT SHOULD
RELEASE FAMILY VIOLENCE
GRANT

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

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker,
today marks the opening of the U.N.
World Conference on Women in Nai-
robi, Kenya. Our U.S. delegation will
have many global issues to confront,
but one of its four stated priorities will
be the tragedy of family violence.
While our Nation’s delegation seeks a
worldwide consensus on conquering
this invidious type of abuse, here at
home our own Justice Department is
holding up a grant that would put
family violence protection into prac-
tice.

The National Coalition Against Do-
mestic Violence, which represents 717
of the more than 850 family violence
shelters nationwide, was to be awarded
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a $625,000 grant last month from tha
Justice Department. Funding was to
support such critical services for bat-
tered women and their children as im-
provement of shelters, creation of an
information and referral network for
the victims, and development of better
law enforcement strategies to combat
the problem.

However, after a virulent attack on
the coalition by some of our own col-
leagues, the Attorney General has put
the grant on hold. The Free Congress
Foundation has suggested that the co-
alition promotes “liberal antifamily
activism.” This response bespeaks the
notion that domestic abuse is sanc-
tioned by the marriage contract and
that attempts to protect against such
abuse are antifamily. This is truly ne-
anderthal thinking.

If we are to have any hope of ad-
dressing family violence at the global
level, our Government had better
come to grips with the problem in the
United States. Close to 2 million
American women are battered by their
husbands each year. Beating is the
single major cause of injury to women
in this country, more significant than
auto accidents, rape, or mugging. But
because of Federal budget cuts, 79 per-
cent of family violence projects did
not meet community needs in past
years. More than a quarter of a mil-
lion women and children who sought
shelter in 1983 had to be turned away.

The problem is critical and the Jus-
tice Department should act immedi-
ately to release the grant award to the
coalition. My cochair at the Congres-
sional Caucus for Women's Issues,
Representative OLymMPIA SNOWE, and I
have written to Attorney General Ed
Meese asking the expeditious release
of the grant award. I submit our letter
to the record.

If this administration truly believes
in the ideals that our U.S. delegation
in Nairobi will be expressing this week
and next, it will put its money where
its mouth is. The grant award to the
National Coalition Against Domestic
Violence will demonstrate that this
Nation’s deeds are as good as its words.

HOME EMPLOYMENT
ENTERPRISE ACT

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

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, one
would think that the right to work in
one’s home would be as sacred as the
right to free speech or to own proper-
ty. It's not, though, and I think this
Congress should act now to guarantee
to every American the right and the
freedom to work at home.

To address this problem, I have in-
troduced the Home Employment En-
terprise Act. I'm pleased that 17 of our
colleagues have joined with me in of-
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fering this legislation to repeal restric-
tions which prohibit people from
working in their homes.

As a result of 40-year-old regula-
tions, statutory restrictions exist
which prohibit people from working in
their homes in certain industries—
knitted outerwear, embroidery,
women's apparel, jewelry, gloves and
mittens, buttons and buckles, and
handkerchiefs. These restrictions are
totally arbitrary. For instance, what
sense does it make to allow work on
men’s apparel and not women’s?

The homeworkers in New England
have been the most conspicuous group
of homeworkers who have been denied
this fundamental freedom. But the
problem is not limited to New Eng-
land; it extends across the 50 States,
and into every home where an individ-
ual has the desire and the capability
to work.

There are many reasons for working
at home. Mothers who want to stay at
home to take care of families, yet who
want to increase the family's income.
Older Americans who want to supple-
ment Social Security. Handicapped in-
dividuals who might not be able to
find a job elsewhere or might not be
able to commute to and from another
workplace. Or, perhaps, just a person
who enjoys the freedom and the flexi-
bility which homework offers. These
individuals deserve the same rights as
others.

The Home Employment Enterprise
Act is a simple and straightforward
piece of legislation. It merely amends
the Fair Labor Standards Act to allow
homework in seven industries where
statutory restrictions exist. The bill
would not exempt homeworkers from
any labor standards, nor would it pro-
hibit the Secretary of Labor from en-
forcing other provisions of the Fair
Labor Standards Act.

I hope you will join with us in this
effort to extend the freedom which
most Americans already enjoy to
homeworkers in every line of work.

LACK OF URGENT CONCERN
OVER SOVIET ENCROACHMENT
OF U.S. “FRONTYARD"

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

Mr. SUNIA. Mr. Speaker, yesterday
Secretary Shultz, speaking in Austra-
lia, described the level of Soviet mili-
tary buildup in the Pacific as, and I
quote: “Steady and disturbing.” Let
me say that buildup has been ‘“‘steady”
not just over the past several months,
but over the past several years. And
we have known it from the time it
began.

Two years ago I raised the question
in a military briefing in Honolulu and
was told the matter was of equal con-
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cern to our military folks and they are
monitoring it very closely.

I rise this morning to complain
about the apparent lack of urgent con-
cern over this Soviet encroachment on
what President Reagan has come to
consider our frontyard.

The Washington Post this morning
reported the deal between Russian
and Kiribati which I mentioned in a
statement on this floor last week. Our
people have known the seriousness of
the Soviet-Kiribati discussions for at
least a year. An official at State De-
partment told me 3 months ago that
we are trying to develop a fisheries
program to offer the Kiribati Govern-
ment. There was a question as to
whether it should be a State or a Com-
merce Department program. The
Committee on Merchant Marines was
going to be asked to help. Well, we still
do not have a program. In fact the
meeting between State, Commerce and
our Merchant Marine Committee is
not until tomorrow.

In frustration over the slowness of
our response to the Soviet moves, I
sent a letter to the National Security
Council, and the State Department
about a month ago. I heard from State
Department just last week. I have yet
to hear from the National Security
Council.

I hope time and events will prove me
wrong. But I will suggest now, sir, that
unless we play catch-up fast and seri-
ous, there will be five or six Nicara-
guans out there in the Pacific in a few
short years.

When Secretary Shultz returns from
his current south Pacific sojourn, I
hope he will put some wheels on his
concerns. As of today, we are moving
terribly slow.

LET'S NOT FORGET OUR OWN

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

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Speaker,
this past weekend an extraordinary
series of concerts took place around
the world, involving nearly 1.5 billion
people and raising nearly $40 million
for the starving in Africa. Those Live
Aid Concerts were an example of our
society at our best: committed artists,
superior technology and outstanding
marketing skills all for a needy cause.

All who participated, from those
who attended the concerts to the low-
liest technicians, should be commend-
ed.

Mr. Speaker, Bob Dylan, the con-
science of the 1960's, said during one
of his songs that perhaps some of
these proceeds could be used to help
American farmers pay off their loans.

Mr. Speaker, there are a lot of
homeless and hungry people in this
country; children and elderly, and our
Nation has not responded to them.
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Mr. Speaker, let us turn the spirit of
the USA Africa and Live Aid projects
for joint public-private efforts in our
own country to help our own needy,
our own hungry and our own home-
less. Let us not diminish our efforts to
help the needy around the world, but
let’s not forget our own.

MAY THE PRESIDENT MAKE A
RAPID RECOVERY

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

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. Speaker, over the
weekend, our President underwent a
very serious operation. The American
people are deeply grateful that the re-
sults of that operation appear positive,
and we wait with great concern the re-
sults of the biopsy.

Mr. President, your family, the
Nation, and the world’s hopes and
prayers are with you that no further
treatment will be required, and you
will reassume your leadership of this
Nation as rapidly as possible.

COSPONSOR H.R. 2934, THE FAIR
RATE OF EXCHANGE ACT

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

Mr. BEDELL. Mr. Speaker, it was re-
cently my opportunity to go to Japan
with a group from the Northeast-Mid-
west Coalition to talk to Japan about
their trade problems and their con-
cerns, the concerns that we have over
the significant trade balance we have
with Japan, and indeed with the rest
of the world.

The one thing that came up in those
meetings time after time after time
was the problem that we have with
our overvalued dollar. Upon our
return, I have introduced legislation,
H.R. 2934, the Fair Rate of Exchange
Act. This act would simply say that we
will take the amount that the dollar is
overvalued and we will put a charge on
all imports of one-half of that overval-
uation, and from that fund we will do
likewise for exports, the account for
one-half the difference in the value of
the dollar at the time it was deregulat-
ed, and what it now is according to 10
major currencies.

I urge my colleagues to look at this
legislation. I think we have a serious
problem. I invite your cosponsorship
and I invite your support.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE
SPEAKER

The SPEAKER. Pursuant to the
provisions of clause 5 of rule I, the
Chair announces that he will postpone
further proceedings today on each
motion to suspend the rules and on
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the question of agreeing to the confer-
ence report on which a recorded vote
or the yeas and nays are ordered, or
on which the vote is objected to under
clause 4 of rule XV.

Such rolleall votes, if postponed, will
be taken on Tuesday, July 16, 1985.

PROVIDING FOR EQUITABLE
WAIVER IN COMPROMISE AND
COLLECTION OF FEDERAL
CLAIMS

Mr. GLICKMAN. Mr. speaker, I
move to suspend the rules and pass
the bill (H.R. 1890) to provide for an
equitable waiver in the compromise
and collection of Federal claims.

The Clerk read as follows:

H.R. 1890

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. CIVIL SERVICE EMPLOYEES.

(a) CraiMs FOR OVERPAYMENT OF PAY AND
ArLowaNces.—Section 5584 of title 5, United
States Code, is amended—

(1) in the section catchline by striking out
“other than” and inserting in lieu thereof
“including”’;

(2) in subsection (a) by striking out “A
claim” and all that follows through “July 1,
1960,” and inserting in lieu thereof “A claim
of the United States against a person arising
out of an erroneous payment of pay or al-
lowances made on or after July 1, 1960, or
arising out of an erroneous payment of
travel and transportation expenses or allow-
ances or relocation expenses made on or
after January 1, 1985,"”; and

(3) in subsection (b)—

(A) in paragraph (3) by striking out “or”
after the semicolon;

(B) in paragraph (4) by striking out the
period at the end and inserting in lieu there-
of “; or"”; and

(C) by adding at the end the following:

“(5) in the case of a claim involving an er-
roneous payment of travel and transporta-
tion expenses or allowances or relocation
expenses, if application for waiver is re-
ceived in his office after the expiration of 3
years immediately following the date on
which the erroneous payment was discov-
ered.”.

(b) CrErIcAL AMENDMENT.—The item relat-
ing to section 5584 in the table of contents
of chapter 55 of title 5, United States code,
is amended by striking out “other than' and
inserting in lieu thereof “including”.

SEC. 2. MEMBERS OF THE UNIFORMED SERVICES.

(a) CrarMs FOR OVERPAYMENT OF PAY AND
AvLLowances.—Section 2774 of title 10,
United States Code, is amended—

(1) in the section catchline by striking out
“other than" and inserting in lieu thereof
“including”;

(2) in subsection (a) by striking out “A
claim” and all that follows through “Octo-
ber 2, 1972,” and inserting in lieu thereof “A
claim of the United States against a person
arising out of an erroneous payment of any
pay or allowances made before, on, or after
October 2, 1972, or arising out of an errone-
ous payment of travel and transportation al-
lowances made on or after January 1,
1985,”"; and

(3) in subsection ‘b)(2) by striking out “of
pay or allowances, other than travel and
transportation allowances,".
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(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The item relat-
ing to section 2774 in the table of contents
of chapter 165 of title 10, United States
Code, is amended by striking out “other
{;Il:an" and inserting in lieu thereof “includ-

g".

SEC. 3. MEMBERS OF THE NATIONAL GUARD.

(a) CLatMs FOR OVERPAYMENT OF PAY AND
ArLowances.—Section T16 of title 32, United
States Code, is amended—

(1) in the section catchline by striking out
“other than" and inserting in lieu thereof
“including”;

(2) in subsection (a) by striking out “A
claim” and all that follows through “Octo-
ber 2, 1982,” and inserting in lieu thereof “A
claim of the United States against a person
arising out of an erroneous payment of any
pay or allowances made before, on, or after
October 2, 1972, or arising out of an errone-
ous payment of travel and transportation al-
lowances made on or after January 1,
1985,"”; and

(3) in subsection (b)(2) by striking out “of
pay or allowances, other than travel and
transportation allowances,”.

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The item relat-
ing to section 716 in the table of contents of
chapter 7 of title 32, United States Code, is
amended by striking out “other than” and
inserting in lieu thereof “including”.

The SPEAKER. Pursuant to the
rule, a second is not required on this
motion.

The gentleman from Kansas [Mr.
GrickMaN] will be recognized for 20
minutes and the gentleman from
North Carolina [Mr. CosBLE]l will be
recognized for 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Kansas [Mr. GLICKMAN].

Mr. GLICKMAN. Mr. Speaker, the
bill H.R. 1890 would amend three
waiver statutes, section 5584 of title 5,
United States Code; section 2774 of
title 10, United States Code; and sec-
tion T16 of title 32, United States
Code, to extend the existing equitable
waiver authority to overpayments of
travel and transportation allowances
and expenses and to overpayments of
relocation expenses.

The bill was introduced in accord-
ance with the recommendations of the
Comptroller General of the United
States. An identical bill, H.R. 3083,
was favorably reported by the commit-
tee on October 6, 1983, and passed the
House on October 24, 1983.

The bill would amend three existing
waiver statutes to permit waiver of
travel and transportation expenses
and allowance overpayments and relo-
cation expense overpayments on the
same basis as is currently provided for
waiver of all other pay and allowance
overpayments. These waiver statutes
now permit a Federal employee's or
serviceman’s liability for overpay-
ments of pay and allowances to be
waived where collection would be
against equity and good conscience
and not in the best interests of the
United States, and where the employ-
ee seeking a waiver has acted in good
faith. This general waiver authority,
however, does not presently apply to
overpayments of travel and transpor-
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tation allowances and expenses and re-
location expenses.

When the first general waiver au-
thority statute, 5 U.S.C. 5584, was
passed in 1968 covering civilian em-
ployees, the General Accounting
Office took the position that, travel
expenses being essentially one-time
payments, employees receiving these
expenses would not be placed in finan-
cially difficult positions by being re-
quired to repay travel expenses which
had been overpaid. However that
Office has advised the committee that
since passage of the existing waiver
statutes, it has witnessed dramatic
changes in the diversity and scope of
travel performed in the Government’s
interest.

The creation of new and changing
entitlement authority has been equal-
ly dramatic as for example in the in-
creased fluctuation of mileage and per
diem rates. In addition, the statute al-
lowing relocation expenses, 5 U.S.C.
5724a, was enacted in 1967 and was not
taken into account when the original
waiver statute was considered in 1968.
Similarly, these developments were
not recognized in 1972 when parallel
waiver language was incorporated in
section 2774 of title 10 and section 716
of title 32 concerning military and Na-
tional Guard personnel respectively.
The GAS has now concluded that
holding an employee to a standard of
constructive knowledge of complex
travel and relocation regulations in
certain instances is unreasonable, par-
ticularly when even those charged
with administering the regulations
make mistakes in determining an em-
ployee’s entitlement. GAO’s experi-
ence demonstrates that hardship has
been caused in many travel, transpor-
tation, and relocation cases and that
employees have been required to make
substantial refunds to the Govern-
ment as a result of circumstances
which were not their fault.

This is particularly true when, as
the General Accounting Office has
found, many of these claims arise from
erroneous agency authorizations
which an employee relies on in good
faith to his detriment. The GAO has
ruled on many claims when the in-
creasing complexity of the laws and
regulations relating to travel and
transportation entitlements has out-
distanced an agency’s ability to give
guidance and instructions to authoriz-
ing officials. The result is that often
erroneous payments are made to em-
ployees which later must be collected
back by the agency. Collection is man-
dated because waiver of travel, trans-
portation, and relocation overpayment
is precluded by the existing statutes.
At the present time, the only relief in
such cases is for the claimant to seek a
private relief bill in the Congress.

The procedural apparatus for the
consideration of waiver requests in the
area of travel, transportation, and re-
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location cases is already in place and
immediately subject to the oversight
responsibility of the Comptroller Gen-
eral. The existing procedures for han-
dling waivers will not be significantly
changed because waiver cases will con-
tinue to be handled in accordance with
standards prescribed by the Comptrol-
ler General. Agency performance will
continue to be evaluated by GAO
during onsite reviews of agency oper-
ations and doubtful cases and appeals
will continue to be submitted to the
Comptroller General for review. In
this connection the GAO states that it
anticipates that the establishment of
standards for utilization at the individ-
ual agency level would not be difficult.
Significantly, the GAO has advised
the committee that performance
under the existing waiver authorities
has proven that this type of legislation
is practical and fair both to the indi-
vidual and the Government.

Under the three sections referred to
in this bill, the agency authority for
waiver is limited to claims of not more
than $500. Claims in excess of that
amount must be considered by the
Comptroller General. Consideration of
requests for waiver of claims falling
within agency jurisdiction is governed
by regulations promulgated by the
Comptroller General. The regulations
provide the Comptroller General with
a comprehensive oversight capability.
Included in these regulations is the re-
quirement that the facts upon which
waiver is based must be recorded in
detail and made a part of the written
record. The written record includes
the report of investigation, a detailed
account of the corrective action taken,
an account of the waiver action taken
and the reasons therefor, and other
pertinent information such as the
action taken upon an application for
refund.

Agencies must keep registers show-
ing the disposition of each waivered
claim; and these registers together
with the written record shall be avail-
able for review by the General Ac-
counting Office. Also a yearly report
on agency waivers must be made to
the GAO.

Agency experience under the cur-
rent statutes will enable the agencies
to exercise the added authority provid-
ed by this bill. The GAO recommend-
ing these amendments pointed out
that the demonstrated administrative
capability of the agencies clearly justi-
fied extending the existing waiver au-
thority to claims involving travel,
transportation, and relocation. Waiver
cases will be handled by departments
and agencies in accordance with stand-
ards prescribed by the Comptroller
General. Agency performance will con-
tinue to be evaluated by GAQO during
onsite reviews of agency operations,
and doubtful cases and appeals will be
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submitted to the Comptroller General
for review.

The committee agrees with the rec-
ommendations of the Comptroller
General and recommends that the bill
be considered favorably.

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

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the motion offered by the gentleman
from Kansas [Mr. GLickMaN] that the
House suspend the rules and pass the
bill, H.R. 1890.

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

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

AUTHORIZATION FOR NATIONAL
MARITIME MUSEUM IN SAN
FRANCISCO

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 1343) to authorize the use of
funds from rental of floating drydock
and other marine equipment to sup-
port the National Maritime Museum
in San Francisco, CA, as amended.

The Clerk read as follows:

H.R. 1343

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representalives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That sec-
tion 4(f) of the Act entitled “An Act to es-
tablish the Golden Gate National Recrea-
tion Area in the State of California, and for
other purposes”, approved October 27, 1972
(Public Law 92-589; 16 U.S.C. 460bb-3()) is
amended by—

(1) inserting in the second proviso after
the words “the administration of said par-
cels” the following “and of the AFDIL-38
Drydock or other vessels or heavy marine
equipment,”; and

(2) striking out “for the management of
said parcels of property” in such proviso
and substituting “for the management (in-
cluding rental or lease) of said properties”.

SEc. 2. (a) Section 4(e) of the Act of Octo-
ber 27, 1972 (16 U.S.C. 460bb-3; 92 Stat.
3486), is amended by deleting the phrase “,
for a period not exceeding five years from
the date of the enactment of this legisla-
tion,” and inserting after “sailing vessel Bal-
clutha” the following new phrase “and
other historic vessels of the National Mari-
time Museum.”

(b) Notwithstanding any other provisions
of law, moneys collected pursuant to section
4(e) of the Act of October 27, 1972, (16
U.S.C. 460bb-3; 92 Stat. 3486), since Novem-
ber 10, 1983, shall be deemed to have been
collected in accordance with such section as
amended by this Act.

The SPEAKER. Pursuant to the
rule, a second is not required on this
motion.

The gentleman from Minnesota [Mr.
VenTO] will be recognized for 20 min-
utes and the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. Lacomarsino] will be recog-
nized for 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Minnesota [Mr. VENTO].
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Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent that all Members may have 5 leg-
islative days in which to revise and
extend their remarks on H.R. 1343,
the pending bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
GLICKMAN). Is there objection to the
request of the gentleman from Minne-
sota?

There was no objection.

Mr. VENT'O. Mr. Speaker, H.R. 1343
was introduced by our good friend and
colleague, Representative Sara
BurTON on February 28, 1985. The
Subcommittee on National Parks and
Recreation held a hearing on the bill
June 6 and marked it up on June 11. It
was favorably reported out of the full
Committee on Interior and Insular Af-
fairs on June 19.

This bill gives the Golden Gate Na-
tional Recreation Area the authority
to lease a drydock it owns in the San
Francisco bay area, and apply the
lease revenue to the maintenance and
restoration of the seven historic ships
of the National Maritime Museum,
which is part of the Golden Gate Na-
tional Recreation Area.

The ships represent the maritime
history of the west coast. This is the
largest such collection of ships in the
United States, and because of their
age, they require considerable mainte-
nance. The Park Service acquired a
surplus drydock from the Navy in
1981, and it is this drydock which H.R.
1343 would authorize to be leased.
While the drydock is needed for the
maintenance and rescoration of the
museum ships, it is idle part of the
time. H.R. 1343 allows the Park Serv-
ice to lease it during those slack times
to private shipping interests in the
San Francisco area. The Park Service
estimates it could earn $75,000 a year
from such an arrangement, plus save
on maintenance costs for the drydock
while it is leased to private parties.

H.R. 1434 was amended in commit-
tee to allow for the continued collec-
tion of admission fees to one of the
ships, the Balclutha, and for the impo-
sition of admission fees to the other
ships. I wish to note that the commit-
tee intends that one admission fee
would permit the visitor to see all
seven ships, even though they are lo-
cated at two separate piers on the San
Francisco waterfront. The revenue
from this admission fee would be ap-
plied directly to the budget of the
Golden Gate National Recreation
Area.

Mr. Speaker, these ships are an im-
portant part of the maritime history
of the United States. But they are ter-
ribly expensive to maintain and re-
store, and there is a need for creative
means to finance them. This bill pro-
vides for two new revenue sources. It is
the committee's intent that the Park
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Service continue its efforts to come up
with other means, including private
sector contributions, to maintain this
valuable museum.

Indeed the continued impecsition of
fees for the Balclutha and the exten-
tion to the Hyde Street pier ships will
help encourage private participation
and contributions to defray the consid-
erable costs of total restoration of
these historic ships.

The administration supports H.R.
1343, as amended. However, the De-
partment of the Interior, in a recent
letter to our distinguished chairman,
Mr. UpaLL, says it will conduct a study
of the drydock operation and sell the
drydock if it sees fit. It does not seem
consistent for the Department of the
Interior to both support leasing the
drydock, and at the same time say it
will consider selling it. In addition, I
wish to point out that our committee
clearly does not want the drydock
sold, but merely leased when it is not
needed for park purposes.

Mr. Speaker, I'm concerned that sale
of the drydock may cause the cost, al-
ready substantial, to repair these his-
toric vessels to be even higher and
hence the slow progress evident in res-
toration would be compounded. The
leasing of the dry dock will generate
needed revenue and help with the
maintenance of the dry dock enhanc-
ing the prospects for more timely res-
toration of this historic vessel.

Mr. Speaker, I know of no controver-
sy regarding the bill itself, and there-
fore urge its adoption.

Mr. Speaker, at this time I want to
commend the sponsor of this measure,
the gentlewoman from California
[Mrs. BurToNn], and I yield such time
as she may consume to the gentlewom-
an.
Mrs. BURTON of California. Mr.
Speaker, the National Maritime
Museum in San Francisco is home to
the largest fleet of historic ships in
the world. These ships, some of them
the last of their kind, are badly in
need of repair., The 70-year-old
Wapama, sole survivor of the Pacific’s
225 wooden-hulled steam schooners, is
particularly in need of immediate and
extensive repairs. Delaying this much-
needed restoration will only result in
either the loss of this legend now or
exorbitant repair costs at a later date.

I introduced H.R. 1343 to create a
cost-effective way of providing funds
for the restoration of our historic
fleet. The Park Service owns a dry-
dock that could be leased out to com-
panies to use for ship repairs and to
share in its maintenance. These funds
could then be used to augment pri-
vate-sector contributions to rejuvenate
our maritime heritage.

Over 500,000 people visited the ships
at Hyde Street pier last year and the
Park Service considers this resource
the most threatened in the entire
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Golden Gate National Recreation
Area. Four of these ships are both des-
ignated national historic landmarks
and listed on the National Register of
Historic Places.

Private citizens have devoted numer-
ous hours of volunteer work in provid-
ing light upkeep for the ships, but now
heavier repairs are required to stabi-
lize the fleet. I would like to commend
these individuals, as well as the offi-
cials at the GGNRA who have been
pursuing alternative methods to save
the Wapama and to keep the other
historic vessels in good repair.

Little remains of our 19th century
maritime history to remind us of the
important contributions these ships
made to the growth of our Nation.
You can well imagine the dominant
role these old ships played in Califor-
nia's early development—carrying
timber and materials to build our
cities. They form an integral part of
our national maritime past and yet
this history will fade from our present
experience without some combination
of creative funding.

I want to take this opportunity to
recognize the important role of Chair-
man VENTO in shepherding this bill
through the Interior Committee and
to thank him and his staff for their
work in behalf of H.R. 1343.

I think my colleagues will agree that
this is a worthwhile proposal and I
urge your support of this legislation.

O 1230

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, I reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. Mr. Speaker,
I yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to make a
few brief comments on H.R. 1343. As
you know, this bill would provide addi-
tional support for the National Mari-
time Museum in San Francisco
through the use of funds from rental
of the AFDIL-38 drydock and other
marine equipment.

As the ranking member of the Na-
tional Parks and Recreation Subcom-
mittee, I am in basic agreement with
this legislation and am pleased we are
moving it along. I believe it is impor-
tant that our Nation’s maritime histo-
ry be preserved for the enjoyment and
education of future generations. Clear-
ly, the National Maritime Museum
[NMM] is a very important part of
this history.

However, I am concerned about the
enormous expense associated with re-
storing the historic ships of the NMM.
It is difficult to justify such expenses
on the part of the Federal Govern-
ment in view of the Nation’s current
fiscal condition. Therefore, I am
pleased this legislation was amended
in committee to allow the continued
collection of admission fees on the
sailing vessel Balclutha, as well as the
initiation of admission fees on the
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other historic vessels of the NMM.
While these funds will greatly assist in
meeting the restoration expenses, I be-
lieve it is important that we strongly
encourage, if not require at some later
date, the collection and utilization of
private funds for this purpose. The
public would, I am certain, be willing
to share the financial burden with the
Federal Government for such a worth-
while project. I am pleased the com-
mittee report includes language ex-
pressing the committees’ intent that
the Park Service and private groups
work together to encourage and solicit
private funding for the restoration
projects.

Along these same lines, I agree with
the National Parks and Conservation
Association recommendation that part
of the admission fees on the historic
vessels be used for an educational serv-
ice to explain the need for their collec-
tion. I believe the public is more will-
ing to pay admission fees for NPS
units if they understand why the fees
are needed and for what purpose they
will be used. Once again, this recom-
mendation is included in the commit-
tee report language and will hopefully
be implemented following congression-
al passage of the bill.

I think it should also be pointed out
that this bill does not set a new prece-
dent in this area. The income from
three other leased properties—the
Cliff House properties, the Haslett
Warehouse, and Louis’ Restaurant—is
currently credited to the appropria-
tions needed for the Golden Gate Na-
tional Recreation Area [GGNRA], in-
cluding the NMM. H.R. 1343 merely
adds an additional property which
may be leased with the proceeds used
for the operation and maintenance of
the GGNRA.

The National Parks and Recreation
Subcommittee held a hearing on H.R.
1343 on June 6 and recommended the
bill to the full committee on June 11.
The Interior Committee reported the
bill favorably to the House by voice
vote on June 19, Therefore, I urge all
of my colleagues to support this legis-
lation.

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

Mr. Speaker, I want to commend the
gentleman from California [Mr. Laco-
MARSINO], who has been very helpful
in writing the basic policy in this bill.
Indeed, without his cooperation it
would have been much more difficult.
So I want to commend the gentleman
from California for that.

I want to point out that I am con-
cerned about the proposed or any dis-
cussion about the sale of the drydock.
This would, of course, already increase
the costs of the necessary restoration.
The leasing of the drydock would, of
course, generate needed revenue and
help with the maintenance of the dry-
dock, enhancing the prospects of more
timely restoration. So I want to point

18961

out that there has been some discus-
sion of that but the committee would
not look favorably upon this.

So, with that, Mr. Speaker, I hope
that this bill will win support here
today. It is certainly one that deserves
it.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr.
VeEnTO] that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill, HR. 1343, as
amended.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)
the rules were suspended and the bill,
as amended, was passed.

The title was amended so as to read:
“A bill to authorize the use of funds
from rental of floating drydock and
other marine equipment to support
the National Maritime Museum in San
Francisco, California, and for other
purposes.”

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

AUTHORIZING EL PORTAL
LEASES AT YOSEMITE NATION-
AL PARK

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 1390) to authorize additional
long-term leases in the El Portal ad-
ministrative site adjacent to Yosemite
National Park, CA, and for other pur-
poses, as amended.

The Clerk read as follows:

H.R. 1390

Be il enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the
Act entitled “An Act to authorize the Secre-
tary of the Interior to grant long-term
leases with respect to lands in the El Portal
administrative site adjacent to Yosemite Na-
tional Park, California, and for other pur-
poses,” approved July 21, 1968 (82 Stat. 393;
16 U.S8.C. 47-2), is amended—

(1) by striking out “fifty-five years to any
operator of concession facilities in the park,
or its successor for purposes of providing
employee housing.”, in the first sentence of
the first section and inserting in lieu there-
of “not to exceed ninety-nine years to any
individual, including an employee of the
United States Government, to any operator
of concession facilities in the park, or the
administrative site, or its successor, or to
any public or private corporation or organi-
zation (including a nonprofit corporation)
for purposes of providing employee housing,
community facilities, administrative offices,
maintenance facilities, and commercial serv-
ices.”;

(2) by striking out “the concessioner may
sublease the property to its employees’ in
the second sentence of the first section and
inserting in lleu thereof “if the lessee is a
concessioner, corporation, or other organiza-
tion (including a nonprofit corporation)
such lessee may sublease the property to its
employees, employees of the United States
Government, or other individuals whose res-
idence on the leased premises is solely in
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support of Yosemite National Park or the El
Portal administrative site;

(3) in the proviso to the first section by
striking out “an annual”, inserting a period
after “him"”, and deleting the remainder of
the sentence; and

(4) by redesignating “Sec. 2.” as “Sgc. 3.”
and inserting the following new section
after the first section:

“Sec. 2. (a) Notwithstanding any other
provision of law, the proceeds from any
leases issued by the Secretary pursuant to
the first section of this Act may be credited
to the appropriation bearing the cost of ad-
ministering (directly or by contract) the
leases and of constructing, improving, and
maintaining roads, utilities, buildings, and
other facilities within the El Portal adminis-
trative site. In the administration of the
leases, the Secretary may contract for the
management of the leases and of the leased
premises, subject to such terms and condi-
tions, including the right of the Secretary to
purchase and sell the unexpired terms of
leases and subleases, as will protect the in-
terests of the United States. The Secretary
may also contract for the use by him of any
improvements to leased property for pur-
poses of the El Portal administrative site or
for purposes of Yosemite National Park,
and he may use the proceeds from any
leases for the purpose of making payments
under any such contract.

“(b) The Secretary may at any time ac-
quire the unexpired term of any lease or
sublease issued or entered into pursuant to
this Act by purchase with funds available
from the proceeds of leases, or with donated
or appropriated funds, or by donation or ex-
change.”; and

(5) by adding at the end thereof the fol-
lowing new section:

“Sec. 4. After the date of enactment of
this secion, no lease may be issued for the
purpose of providing housing or other facili-
ties in the El Portal administrative site
except in accordance with regulations pro-
mulgated by the Secretary of the Interior.
Such regulations shall establish the qualifi-
cations of natural persons and corporations
who may be eligible to acquire a lease and a
sublease, and they shall set forth the cir-
cumstances under which the Secretary may
elect to acquire any unexpired lease or sub-
lease. Such regulations shall become effec-
tive only after sixty calendar days from the
day on which they have been submitted to
the Committee on Interior and Insular Af-
fairs of the House of Representatives and
the Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources of the Senate.”.

“Sec. 5. Concurrent with the submission
of the regulations referred to in section 4,
the Secretary shall submit a summary
report on the El Portal administrative site
including existing and projected lease ar-
rangements at that time contemplated to be
exercised under the provisions of this Act,
along with a timetable for the consequent
removal of specific facilities in Yosemite Na-
tional Park (with particular emphasis on
Yosemite Valley). Not later than three
years after the date the summary report is
submitted, the Secretary shall submit on ad-
ditional report to the committees referenced
in section 4 as to the progress achieved in
the development of the El Portal adminis-
trative site pursuant to the provisions of
this Act. The report also shall include infor-
mation as to the progress achieved in re-
moval of facilities from Yosemite National
Park. Implementation of the provisions of
this Act shall at all times be in full accord
with the then current general management
plan for the park.
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“Sec. 6. Any new spending authority
(within the meaning of section 401 of the
Congressional Budget and Impoundment
Control Act of 1974) which is provided
under this Act shall be effective for any
fiscal year only to the extent or in such
amounts as provided in appropriation Acts
or to the extent that proceeds are available
from any leases issued by the Secretary pur-
suant to the first section of this Act.”.

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

The gentleman from Minnesota [Mr.
VEeEnTO] will be recognized for 20 min-
utes and the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. LacoMARsINO] will be recog-
nized for 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Minnesota [Mr. VENTO].

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

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks on
H.R. 1390, the bill presently under
consideration.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, some 30
years ago a number of concerned
people had the foresight to recognize
that the outstanding beauty of Yosem-
ite Valley was being impaired by devel-
opment of concessioner and National
Park Service administrative buildings
and employee housing. As a conse-
quence, the Congress, in 1958, passed
legislation establishing the El Portal
administrative site located outside the
boundary of the park. The purpose of
that act and a subsequent amendment
was to encourage the concessioner to
relocate administrative buildings and
employee housing outside of Yosemite
Valley by allowing him to lease Feder-
al land located in El Portal. Unfortu-
nately, the concessionaire has been
unable to obtain adequate construc-
tion financing because the maximum
lease term is 55 years. Banking institu-
tions in the area require a longer lease
term as a basis for such loans.

It was presumed, in 1958, that the
Park Service would be able to build re-
placement housing for Federal em-
ployees in El Portal also reducing the
number of buildings in Yosemite
Valley. However, while Federal funds
have been provided for infrastructure
construction of roads, water system,
and sewage treatment facilities the
Park Service has not been successful
in obtaining the needed levels of ap-
propriated Federal funding to con-
struct employee housing at the El
Portal site. It appears unlikely that
sufficient funding to construct ade-
quate housing for the park employees
}pi}’l be appropriated in the foreseeable
uture.
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H.R. 1390 would correct these defi-
ciencies by authorizing the Secretary
of the Interior to grant leases for up
to 99 years and by making qualified
Federal employees, as well as conces-
sioner employees, eligible to acquire
such leases. These two changes should
have the desired effect of encouraging
the involvement of the private sector
in a joint effort to reduce the amount
of housing and related facilities in Yo-
semite Valley by encouraging reloca-
tion to the El Portal administrative
site.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 1390 is essentially
the same as the bill passed by the
House in the 98th Congress. Both bills
were introduced by my friend and col-
league on the Committee on Interior
and Insular Affairs, Congressman
Tony CoerLHO. I wish to compliment
the gentleman from California for his
persistent efforts to craft legislation to
induce a public/private sector coopera-
tive effort which will result in the re-
moval of some of the incompatible de-
velopment from Yosemite Valley and
at the same time make money for the
Federal Government.

Mr. Speaker, I urge all of my col-
leagues to support this legislation.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. Mr. Speaker,
I yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of
H.R. 1390, to authorize additional
long-term leases in the El Portal ad-
ministrative site adjacent to Yosemite
National Park in my home State of
California. As the ranking member of
the National Parks and Recreation
Subcommittee, I urge enactment of
this bill as a means of solving the
problems of overdevelopment in Yo-
semite Valley.

As you know, Mr. Speaker, bills were
passed by Congress in 1958 and again
in 1968 to encourage the movement of
nonessential housing and administra-
tive facilities out of Yosemite Valley.
Unfortunately, these acts were unsuc-
cessful in accomplishing their objec-
tives and Yosemite Valley has contin-
ued to remain crowded, much to its
detriment.

H.R. 1390 represents an innovative
approach to the problem of overcrowd-
ing. It will permit leases to be granted
for up to 99 years and allow Park Serv-
ice employees and park concessionaire
employees to acquire such Ileases.
Hopefully, it will encourage private de-
velopment within El Portal resulting
in the removal of structures from Yo-
semite Valley, as well as eliminating
the need for federally financed em-
ployee housing.

Mr. Speaker, following the National
Parks Subcommittee meeting on June
6, negotiations between several of the
committee members resulted in the de-
velopment of a minor amendment
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which was unanimously adopted in
full committee on June 12. The
amendment, which I offered, simply
eases the reporting burden on the Na-
tional Park Service [NPS]. Section 5
of the original bill required NPS to
submit a summary report on the El
Portal site, followed by an annual
fiscal year report for the next 10
years. My amendment changed the re-
quirement of an annual report to a
single progress report within 3 years
from the submission of the initial sum-
mary report on the El Portal site.
While I fully realize, as I have pointed
out, that the concept embodied in this
bill is a novel approach to the prob-
lem, I believe the reporting require-
ments are an unnecessary burden. As
you know, Mr. Speaker, such reports
require hours of manpower, and signif-
icant amounts of funding which could,
* especially in these difficult fiscal
times, be much better utilized. In addi-
tion, Mr. Speaker, the Interior Com-
mittee or individual Members could, at
any time, request a report on the El
Portal site. NPS has indicated its will-
ingness to respond to any such re-
quests. I might also add that the
amendment was agreed to by the com-
mittee and subcommittee chairman,
the bill’s sponsor and National Park
Service.

For these reasons, I encourage my
colleagues to support and vote for
H.R. 1390. This bill will, I firmly be-
lieve, significantly assist and improve
one of our Nation’s precious crown
jewels, Yosemite National Park, with-
out the expenditure of new Federal
funds.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr.
VeNnTO] that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill, HR. 1390, as
amended.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)
the rules were suspended and the bill,
as amended, was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.
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CURRENCY DESIGN ACT

Mr. ANNUNZIO. Mr. Speaker, I
move to suspend the rules and pass
the bill (H.R. 48) to affirm the author-
ity of the Congress to approve the
design of currency, as amended.

The Clerk read as follows:

H.R. 48

Be it enacled by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled,
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SHORT TITLE

SectioN 1. This Act may be cited as the
“Currency Design Act”.

DESIGN OF CURRENCY

Skc. 2. (a) the eighth paragraph of section
16 of the Federal Reserve Act (12 U.S.C.
418) is amended by adding at the end there-
of the following new sentences:

“Notwithstanding any other provision of
law, the Secretary of the Treasury shall not
adopt any new form, tenor, or design of any
such note—

*(1) unless the proposal to adopt any new
form, tenor, or design of any such note has
been submitted to each House of the Con-
gress, and

*(2) before the end of the 90-day period

beginning on the day on which the proposal
referred to in paragraph (1) was submitted
to the second of the 2 Houses of the Con-
gress pursuant to such paragraph.
For purposes of the preceding sentence, the
term ‘new form, tenor, or design’' shall not
include the signatures, series number, plate
number, serial number, or minor changes to
the technical design of any such note, or the
distribution letter or number of the Federal
Reserve Bank through which such note is
issued.”.

(b) The amendment made by subsection
(a) shall apply to any new form, tenor, or
design adopted or proposed to be adopted
after June 1, 1985.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is a
second demanded?

Mr. HILER. Mr. Speaker, I demand
a second.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. With-
out objection, a second will be consid-
ered as ordered.

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. ANNUN-
z1o] will be recognized for 20 minutes
and the gentleman from Indiana [Mr.
Hirer] will be recognized for 20 min-
utes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. ANNUNZIO].

Mr. ANNUNZIO. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 48 would require
that any design change to U.S. curren-
cy be sent to both Houses of Congress
for a 90-day review period before any
change in the currency could be imple-
mented. The 80-day period would
begin to run after the Secretary sub-
mitted any proposed design change to
both Houses of Congress. If Congress
did not act within 90 days, the Secre-
tary would be free to proceed with the
proposed changes.

Since 1980 the Bureau of Engraving
and Printing and the Federal Reserve
have spent $31 million studying and
evaluating counterfeit deterrents.
These agencies believe these deter-
rents are necessary because of a threat
posed to our currency from advanced
color copiers. To date, that research
has not borne fruit, other than to feed
wild and speculative rumors of im-
pending recalls of money, or demoneti-
zation of the dollar. These rumors are
baseless and untrue. They persist be-
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cause of the secretiveness of the
Treasury.

This legislation will assure that the
public is fully informed of any pro-
posed change to the currency. It will
give the public an opportunity to be
heard before any changes are imple-
mented.

This act will assure that Congress is
informed and consulted, because with-
out it Congress might not be informed
or consulted.

The Consumer Affairs and Coinage
Subcommittee has been assured on
several occasions that it will be in-
formed of developments in this area.
Subsequent actions on the part of the
agencies involved cast a doubt on
whether that consultation will take
place willingly. Last July, for example,
the Treasurer testified that “it is most
likely to be 1986 before any new cur-
rency will be circulated.” Two months
later, the Federal Reserve amended
one of its anticounterfeiting contracts
to target the fall of 1985 as the date of
introduction of new currency, but the
subcommittee was not informed.

Congress must have the opportunity
to make sure that any change is an ef-
fective counterfeiting deterrent. Any
proposed change must be examined to
see that it meets a threat that exists
or might exist, not a threat that is il-
lusory and will not come to pass.

Any change must be technologically
feasible. The Bureau of Engraving and
Printing prints 6 billion notes annual-
ly. Any new currency must be produci-
ble at that rate. A deterrent must be
difficult to counterfeit, not to produce.

A deterrent must be cost effective. It
must prevent as much counterfeiting
as it costs to implement. It would be
senseless to develop a deterrent that
costs far more than the amount of
counterfeiting it prevents.

Finally, but hardly last, the change
must be acceptable to the American
public. That means not only must the
new currency be compatible with ex-
isting currency handling equipment,
but it must be pleasing to the man in
the street as well.

This legislation was amended to
meet certain objections raised by the
Treasurer.

Rather than require congressional
approval of any change, the amend-
ment requires & relatively short 90-day
review period. The Federal Reserve
and the Bureau of Engraving and
Printing have been studing currency
design changes for the past 5 years
and have yet to come up with a pro-
posal. It takes 12 to 18 months to
make a currency design change.
Surely, after a 5-year delay, with at
least another 1% years wait ahead, a
90-day period for congressional review
is not excessive.

The bill exempts from the review
process minor changes in the currency
such as the signatures and series num-
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bers, and other minor changes. These
are routine technical changes and do
not affect the design of the currency.

The legislation would leave un-
changed existing law relating to coin
design changes. The American people
are generally satisfied with their coins.
Furthermore, no coin design changes
are under consideration. In view of
these facts, there is no need to change
existing law regarding coin designs.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 48 is a carefully
balanced piece of legislation. It will
assure that our currency maintains its
position as the world's foremost and
most recognized money.

Mr. Speaker, I want to commend the
distinguished gentleman from Indiana
[Mr. Hirer], the ranking minority
member on my subcommittee, and the
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. WyLIE],
who is the ranking Republican on the
full committee, and the gentleman
from Wisconsin [Mr. RoTH], who is a
member of my subcommittee. They
worked hard on the amendments; they
made a tremendous contribution to
this legislation. There is no objection
to the legislation from their side of
the aisle, and no objections on our side
of the aisle. This is possible because of
the diligent efforts on the part of the
entire committee to work out a propos-
al that will be acceptable to the Con-
gress of the United States.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

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

Mr. Speaker, I join Chairman AN-
NUNzZIO in his support of H.R. 48, the
Currency Design Act, as amended.
This legislation provides Congress the
opportunity to review and act upon
any proposals for major design
changes in our currency.

Our consideration today of the Cur-
rency Design Act is very timely. For
several years now, the Interagency
Steering Committee on Advanced
Counterfeit Deterrence, chaired by
the U.S. Treasurer, has been examin-
ing the impending threat to our cur-
rency posed by improvements in color
copier technology. Very soon—perhaps
before the month is over—this group
plans to present to Treasury Secretary
Baker various deterrent features that
could effectively be incorporated in
our currency to deal with the immi-
nent counterfeiting problems. After
the Secretary reviews these options,
he is expected to make a final decision
on the proposed currency changes. His
decision could be announced yet this
summer.

Since the creation of a national cur-
rency in 1862, the Secretary of the
Treasury has had the authority to de-
termine the form and tenor of the U.S.
currency without prior congressional
approval or review. Treasury would
like to retain this prerogative so that
it can respond quickly to any threats
to the integrity of the currency.
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I can appreciate Treasury's con-
cerns. It should not lose the flexibility
to respond promptly and effectively to
any counterfeiting or other security
threat to the U.S. currency. I believe
that H.R. 48 as amended effectively
addresses the need for prompt action
to counter a threat to the soundness
of our money. The Currency Design
Act before us today limits congression-
al review and action on proposed
design changes to 90 days, a reasona-
ble period of time.

I also appreciate the concerns of mil-
lions of Americans who are filled with
fear about Treasury’s plans to change
the currency. Most of us serving in
Congress have heard from these an-
guished citizens. We have received
calls and letters from men and women
who believe that there is some kind of
secret agenda behind these proposed
changes, such as the devaluation of
the currency, or the tracking of the
movement of money in and out of the
country, or the flushing out of the un-
derground economy. These Americans
would be reassured knowing that Con-
gress is closely reviewing proposals for
major currency design changes.

As duly elected representatives of
the American people, Congress is fully
justified in taking steps to ensure that
it is fully consulted before significant
changes in the currency are imple-
mented. Maintaining the integrity of
the U.S. currency is, afterall, an im-
portant public policy concern. Those
of us serving in Congress have a re-
sponsibility to the American people to
ensure that any major changes in the
design of or money are really neces-
sary, that they will accomplish their
objectives, and that they will in no
way destroy public confidence in the
currency.

I commend the chairman of the
Consumer Affairs and Coinage Sub-
committee for his efforts in shaping
currency design legislation that meets
the concerns of all. H.R. 48 is a good
bill, and I look forward to its prompt
adoption.

Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as he
may consume to the gentleman from
Wisconsin [Mr. RoTH].

Mr. ROTH. I thank the gentleman
for yielding time.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support
of the Currency Design Act. I want to
thank the chairman of our subcommit-
tee for his kind words, and I want to
respond by saying I do not know of,
and I have said this often before, I do
not know of a Member of Congress
that is more committed or has more
insight on the legislation that comes
before the subcommittee than Chair-
man AnNUNzIO and I am happy to
serve on your committee, Mr. Chair-
man,

I also want to thank our ranking
Member for his keen insight and his
hard work. He is a real leader and I am
glad to follow a person who is so well
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versed and so conversant with the
issues.
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I also want to compliment the staff
of this subcommittee, I think this is
one of the best subcommittees that we
have in the House, and one of the rea-
sons for it is the staff, Mr. Chairman,
and I think you would agree. The staff
of this subcommittee is just super, and
it is also, I will add, one of the most
creative staffs that we have on the
Hill. They have been a real inspiration
to me, and it is, again, a real pleasure.
If all people in the Government
worked the way this staff works, we
would not have any complaints about
bureaucrats, because they earn twice
what we pay them.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support
of the Currency Design Act. I was
pleased to cosponsor this measure
with the distinguished chairman of
the Consumer Affairs and Coinage
Subcommittee and am delighted he
has put the measure on a fast track.

Time after time, I am asked, “What
is Congress going to do to our curren-
cy?” Our citizens are genuinely con-
cerned about what might happen to
the appearance and value of their
money, and many do not see any
reason why it should be changed at
all

The public has always been suspi-
cious of any alteration in coins and
currency, and with good reason. Past
changes have usually resulted from
secret deliberations then foisted on
the public with little warning or expla-
nation.

We only have to look inside the mint
to find half a billion uncirculated
Susan B. Anthony dollars—uncirculat-
ed because the coins had no public ac-
ceptance.

We had the $2 bill, countless num-
bers of them, but the public has not
accepted them.

It is common knowledge that curren-
cy design changes are under consider-
ation by the Treasury Department.
But the entire process of exploring
such changes has heen a secretive one,
and it is no wonder the American
people are suspicious.

The intent of H.R. 48 is to bring the
currency redesign process out of the
shadows and into the sunshine. It
simply says that Congress will be given
the opportunity to pass judgment on
proposed currency design changes
before they take place.

This legislation is important on a
couple of counts.

First, if it is true that the basis of a
country’s money is confidence—and
ours is based on nothing more tangi-
ble—the public must accept and have
confidence in what the Government is
doing.

Congress must answer to its satisfac-
tion several questions, including
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whether Treasury has a realistic plan
to implement currency changes and
make them acceptable to the Ameri-
can public. And whether existing cur-
rency can be replaced in a manner and
on a schedule which will ensure con-
tinued public confidence in its value.

Second, Congress should be able to
review proposed currency changes just
to see if they make sense.

The efforts of the Federal task force
headed by Treasury which is studying
the currency redesign issue go back at
least 4 years. We know that millions of
dollars have been spent on assorted
studies. Studies on the technological
threat posed by color copiers. Studies
on the types of changes we can make
in our currency to make it counterfeit-
proof. Even studies to determine who
might be prone to counterfeiting.

That does not guarantee that any
proposed changes which will ultimate-
ly be proposed will be effective deter-
rents to counterfeiting, technological-
ly feasible, or cost effective.

Hearings recently held by the Con-
sumer Affairs Subcommittee answered
only one question to my satisfaction. I
am certain the intent of Treasury offi-
cials is merely to make the currency
more counterfeit-proof.

But numerous other questions are
still unresolved. Although millions of
dollars have already been spent to
study various types of changes in the
currency, Treasury has only hinted at
what the final changes will be. We still
do not know if the most effective de-
terrents will be cost effective.

We don’t even now which denomina-
tions of currency will be changed.

Chairman ANNUNzIO has stated on
numerous occasions that changes in
currency should be based on four cri-
teria: deterrent capability, technical
feasibility, cost effectiveness, and ac-
ceptability.

The decision whether Treasury’s ul-
timate proposal meets those criteria
must rest with Congress. It should not
rest with the bureaucracy, however
;l;'ncere and well-intentioned it might

The currency redesign process has so
far taken 4 years. Congress is still in
the dark. The American people are
still in the dark as to what precisely
Treasury is planning.

I am sure the American people want
their money protected from counter-
feiters, and they will most assuredly
accept changes in the currency which
will serve that end.

But at the same time they have a
right to know what their Government
is doing, and that the job is being done
responsibly.

Enactment of this legislation is the
only way we can ensure that the peo-
ples’ interests are best being served.

So again, I want to commend my col-
league, the gentleman from Illinois,
the chairman, who is so conscientious
and who is such a brilliant Member of
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this House, for his leadership as well
as the work being done by the distin-
guished member, the gentleman from
Indiana [Mr. HiLER], a member who is
totally conversant with this issue and
the other issues that come to the
floor.

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

Mr. ROTH. 1 would be happy to
yield to the chairman of our subcom-
mittee, the gentleman from Illinois.

Mr. ANNUNZIO. I thank the gentle-
man from Wisconsin for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, speaking for myself,
and I would presume to speak for the
gentleman from Indiana [Mr. HiLER],
we want to thank the gentleman very
much for the kind words that he has
expressed on my behalf and Mr.
Hrirer's behalf, but we also want the
gentleman to know that we appreciate
having a conscientious member like
yourself on the subcommittee, who
has been to every meeting, who par-
ticipates in all of the hearings, and
who has helped us to bring to this
floor the kind of legislation where we
do try to effectively present the prob-
lem as it exists.

I want to thank the gentleman very
much.

Mr. ROTH. I thank the chairman
for his kind words. It is easy to say
nice things about you, Mr. Chairman,
and about our ranking member, be-
cause we just tell the truth, and it is
always nice. I thank the gentleman.

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

Mr. Speaker, in closing I would like
to compliment the gentleman from
Wisconsin and thank him for his
praise. He was an original sponsor of
this legislation and had seen the need
for Congress to have some oversight
over any change in our currency that
does take place. The fact that this bill
is on the floor today and, hopefully,
will pass quickly through the other
body, as opposed to some other legisla-
tion that we recently passed off the
floor here, will in no small part be due
to his efforts.

I commend the chairman once again.

Mr. Speaker, I yleld back the bal-
ance of my time.

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. AN-
NunNziol that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill, HR. 48, as
amended.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)
the rules were suspended and the bill,
as amended, was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.
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GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. ANNUNZIO. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks on
H.R. 48, the Currency Design Act,
which was just passed.

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

There was no objection.

GOLD MEDALS FOR GEORGE
AND IRA GERSHWIN

Mr. ANNUNZIO. Mr. Speaker, I
move to suspend the rules and pass
the joint resolution (H.J. Res. 251) to
provide that a special gold medal hon-
oring George Gershwin be presented
to his sister, Frances Gershwin Go-
dowsky, and a special gold medal hon-
oring Ira Gershwin be presented to his
widow, Lenore Gershwin, and to pro-
vide for the production of bronze du-
plicates of such medals for sale to the
public, as amended.
The Clerk read as follows:
H.J. REs. 251

Whereas George and Ira Gershwin, indi-
vidually and jointly, created music which is
undeniably American and which is interna-
tionally admired;

Whereas George Gershwin composed
works acclaimed both as classical music and
as popular music, including “Rhapsody in
Blue”, “An American in Paris"”, *Concerto in
F”, and “Three Preludes for Piano";

Whereas Ira Gershwin won a Pultizer
Prize for the lyrics for “Of Thee I Sing”,
the first lyricist ever to receive such prize;

Whereas Ira Gershwin composed the
lyrics for major Broadway productions, in-
cluding “A Star is Born”, “Lady in the
Dark”, “The Barkleys of Broadway’, and
for hit songs, including “I Can't Get Start-
ed”, “Long Ago and Far Away”, and “The
Man That Got Away”;

Whereas George and Ira Gershwin col-
laborated to compose the music and lyrics
for major Broadway productions, including
“Lady Be Good"”, “Of Thee I Sing”, “Strike
Up the Band”, “Oh Kay!”, and “Funny
Face";

Whereas George and Ira Gershwin col-
laborated to produce the opera “Porgy and
Bess” and the 50th anniversary of its first
performance will occur during 1985;

Whereas George and Ira Gershwin col-
lakorated to compose the music and lyrics
for important contributions to the Ameri-
can song, including “I Got Rhythm”, “Sum-
mertime”, “Love is Here to Stay”, “Fasci-
nating Rhythm', “Let’'s Call the Whole
Thing Off”, “I Got Plenty of Nuthin’ ", and
“Someone to Watch Over Me"; and

Whereas George and Ira Gershwin have
made outstanding and invaluable contribu-
tions to American music, theatre, and cul-
ture: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled, That (a) the Presi-
dent of the United States is authorized to
present, on behalf of the Congress, to
Frances Gershwin Godowsky, the sister of
George QGershwin, and to Leonore Gersh-
win, the widow of Ira Gerswhin, gold medals
of appropriate design in recogniztion of
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George and Ira Gershwin’s outstanding and
invaluable contributions to American music,
theatre and culture. For such purpose, the
Secretary of the Treasury is authorized and
directed to cause to be struck two gold
medals with suitable emblems, devices, and
inscriptions to be determined by the Secre-
tary of the Treasury. There are authorized
to be appropriated not to exceed $18,500 to
carry out the provisions of this subsection.

(b) The Secretary of the Treasury may
cause duplicates in bronze of such medal to
be coined and sold under such regulations as
he may prescribe, at a price sufficient to
cover the cost thereof, including labor, ma-
terials, dies, use of machinery, overhead ex-
penses, and the gold medals. The appropria-
tion used to carry out the provisions of sub-
section (a) shall be reimbursed out of the
proceeds of such sales.

Skc. 2. The medals provided for in this Act
are national medals for purposes of chapter
51 of title 31, United States Code.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is a
second demanded?

Mr. HILER. Mr. Speaker, I demand
a second.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. With-
out objection, a second will be consid-
ered as ordered.

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. ANNUN-
zro] will be recognized for 20 minutes
and the gentleman from Indiana [Mr.
Hirer] will be recognized for 20 min-
utes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. ANNUNZIO].

Mr. ANNUNZIO. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, House Joint Resolution
251 authorizes the presentation of
congressional gold medals in honor of
George and Ira Gershwin. This resolu-
tion, sponsored by my colleague from
Illinois [Mr. YaTEs] is cosponsored by
234 Members of the House.

George Gershwin is one of the
giants of American music. At the age
of 6 he became fascinated by Rubin-
stein’s Melody in F. His childhood
piano teacher recognized his talents
immediately, writing that “the boy is a
genius.” He was writing songs by 15
and had his first song published when
he was 18. By 21 he had written the
music for his first Broadway show. On
February 12, 1924, at the age of 25, his
Rhapsody in Blue, with Gershwin
himself at the piano, was first per-
formed. It met immediate acclaim.

Ira Gershwin, George's older broth-
er, was a lyricist as renowned as his
brother was as a composer. Fortunate-
ly for American music, the two often
collaborated, with Ira writing the
lyrics for the 1931 Pulitzer Prize-win-
ning “Of Thee I Sing.”

Their collective triumph was the
great American opera, “Porgy and
Bess.” It opened in 1935 to mixed re-
views, but over the years it has come
to be acclaimed as have few modern
operas.

For 46 years after George's untimely
death in 1937, Ira continued to com-
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pose. His death in 1983 marked the
end of an American musical era.

The legislation authorizes an appro-
priation of $18,500 to strike the gold
medals. In addition, it provides for the
minting and sale of bronze duplicates
to recover the cost of the gold medals.
This provision is one which the Con-
sumer Affairs and Coinage Subcom-
mittee requires on all gold medal leg-
islation to assure that there is no net
cost to the taxpayer from the minting
and presentation of the gold medals.

Both George and Ira Gershwin were
giants of the American music scene. It
is appropriate to posthumously award
them congressional gold medals. They
rightly will take their place with com-
posers George M. Cohan and Irving
Berlin as recipients of congressional
gold medals for their musical contribu-
tions.

Once again, Mr. Speaker, I want to
pay tribute to the gentleman from In-
diana [Mr. HIiLER], the ranking Repub-
lican on our committee, for his coop-
eration in helping to expedite and
bring to the floor of this House this
legislation that is going to do honor to
two great Americans who have con-
tributed so much to the cultural well-
being of the American people.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.
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Mr. HILER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I support the prompt
adoption of House Joint Resolution
251. This resolution provides adoption
of House Joint Resolution 251. This
resolution provides for the striking of
congressional gold medals in honor of
George and Ira Gershwin, two truly
outstanding Americans. In addition, it
provides for the production of bronze
duplicates of these medals for sale to
the public,

The two gold medals would be pre-
sented to relatives of the deceased
Gershwin brothers in recognition of
their substantial contribution to
American music and culture. There
are few Americans living today who
would not recognize at least some of
the words and music of these prodi-
giously talented songwriters. Most of
us have listened with great pleasure to
their work. Including masterpieces like
“Summertime” from “Porgy and
Bess,” “Our Love Is Here to Stay,” and
many others too countless to mention.
now.

The music of the Gershwins are pop-
ular in the first half of this century
when it was composed; it continues to
touch the hearts of many Americans.
The music of these talented brothers
is certain to live on long after those of
us here today have passed away.

Two hundred and thirty-four Con-
gressmen have joined Congressman
YATEs in cosponsoring House Joint
Resolution 251. I am pleased to join
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these colleagues in asking for prompt
adoption of this legislation. George
and Ira Gershwin have enriched the
life of our Nation as well as the lives
of many individuals, and certainly de-
serve to receive this honor.

Mr. Speaker, I thank the chairman
of the subcommittee, the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. AnnNuUNzIO], for his
prompt attention to this matter, and I
might say that in my 6 months of
being the ranking member of the sub-
committee, the chairman of the sub-
committee has never had a hearing
that does not have some surprise in-
volved. Last Wednesday we were fortu-
nate to have Tony Bennett, an old
friend of the gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. AnwnuUnzIO], appear before our
hearing. Tony Bennett sang several of
the Gershwin songs, and I am sure
that his appearance before our sub-
committee helped to expedite the pas-
sage of this legislation and bring it to
the floor today. I complement the sub-
committee chairman for his always
making our subcommittee hearings
and markups extremely entertaining
in a very positive way.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. ANNUNIZO. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the sponsor of the
legislation, my distinguished col-
league, the gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. YaTES].

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I want to
thank my very good friend, the chair-
man of the subcommittee, for bringing
this bill to the floor as promptly as he
did.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today as the
original sponsor of House Joint Reso-
lution 251, to speak on behalf of a
joint resolution to provide a special
gold medal honoring George Gershwin
and a special gold medal honoring Ira
Gershwin.

I strongly believe that the Gershwin
brothers deserve special recognition
from the Congress as highly gifted
and keenly sensitive artists whose
achievements have enriched the lives
of Americans and shaped the world’s
perception of American culture.

Only two American composers have
been recipients of the congressional
gold medal—George M. Cohan for his
patriotic songs “Over There” and “A
Grand Old Flag” and Irving Berlin for
“God Bless America” and other patri-
otic songs.

George Gershwin has been the cre-
ator of a music undeniably and distinc-
tively American, accepted and admired
throughout the world’'s theaters, con-
cert halls, and opera houses, and on
radio, film, and television. It is “patri-
otic” American music in its capture of
an American musical idiom, full of
energy, invention, and diversity. In
Leonard Bernstein’s words, he was:

One of the true, authentic geniuses Amer-
fcan music has produced * * *. [He] re-
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mains, one of the greatest voices that have
ever rung out in the history of American
urban culture.

George Gershwin composed works
acclaimed both as classical and as pop-
ular music, including “Rhapsody in
Blue,” “An American in Paris,” “Con-
certo in F,” and “Three Preludes for
Piano.” Of “Rhapsody in Blue,”
Deems Taylor wrote:

Here was music, written in an unmistak-
able jazz idiom, which nevertheless pos-
sessed the structural solidity of a serious
work.

And Taylor continued:

George's second orchestral piece, the
“Piano Concerto in F,” commissioned by
Walter Damrosch, and “An American in
Paris,” went still further toward making a
lady of Jazz.

As Paul Whiteman said, in acclaim-
ing George Gershwin as America’s
finest symphonic composer, George
Gershwin “was the first to take the
jazz feeling and combine it in sym-
phonic form and still respect the sym-
phony.”

“Rhapsody in Blue” and “An Ameri-
can in Paris,” are part of the American
musical language. Few Americans are
not familiar with these pieces. We also
remember with great affection George
Gershwin’s more popular songs, begin-
ning with his first hit, “Swanee.”

Ira Gershwin composed lyrics for
major Broadway and film productions,
including “A Star Is Born,” “Lady in
the Dark,” “The Barclays of Broad-
way,” and for individual hit songs in-
cluding “I Can’t Get Started,” “Long
Ago and Far Away,” and “The Man
That Got Away.” To the two Gersh-
wins we owe the lyrics and music to
such American favorites as “I Got
Rhythm,” “Summertime,” “Love Is
Here To Stay,” “It Ain't Necessarily
So,” “I Got Plenty of Nothing,” and
“Someone Tc Watch Over Me.”

“Lady Be Good,” was the first prod-
uct of the collaboration of the two
brothers, followed by such significant
Broadway shows as “Oh, Kay,"” Strike
Up the Band,” “Funny Face,” “Girl
Crazy,” and “Of Thee I Sing,” for the
last of which Ira was honored as the
first lyricist to receive a Pulitzer Prize
for his work, on the play “best repre-
senting the educational value and
power of the stage.” Because Pulitzer
Prizes were then not awarded to com-
posers, George Gershwin was unable
to share in the honor. It is appropriate
that House Joint Resolution 251 rec-
ognizes these two artists simultaneous-
ly by awarding each a congressional
gold medal. Moreover, 1985 is the 50th
anniversary of the two brothers’ col-
laboration in producing a masterpiece
in American opera, ‘“Porgy and Bess.”

Perhaps more than any of the
Gershwin brothers’ works, this opera
is widely regarded internationally as a
masterpiece of American genius. Its
1952 State Department tour of Europe
inspired these accolades: in Vienna it
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was ‘“the best ambassador for Amer-
ica” and in Berlin, “a revelation.” “All
Paris Was in Charleston Last Night”
was the headline in Le Figaro. An-
other State Department tour this time
of the Middle East, beginning in 1954,
elicited significantly favorable re-
sponses from a government official in
Zagreb and the Soviet Ambassador in
Tel Aviv, the former noting that “only
a psychologically mature people could
have put this on the stage,” the latter
exclaiming: “If only we had ‘Porgy
and Bess’ how we'd sent it around.”
After a further performance in Barce-
lona, a newspaper there declared:
“Gershwin’s music puts no limits on
races and frontiers.” And in 1956, Isz-
vestia proclaimed after the Leningrad
performance: “Our American guests
have shown that original art is under-
standable for people of all countries.”

George and Ira Gershwin are Ameri-
can cultural heroes and are recognized
as such worldwide. They represent
that which is best in our rich tradition
of culture and the arts and especially
in the creation of masterworks to
which all levels of taste can respond.
The awarding of a gold medal to
George and Ira Gershwin would give
due recognition by the Congress of
their great contributions nationally
and internationally.

Mr. Speaker, again let me thank the
distinguished chairman of the subcom-
mittee, the gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. ANNUNzIO], and the ranking mi-
nority member, the gentleman from
Indiana [Mr. HiLer], for bringing this
bill to the floor today.

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. AN-
nNUNzio], that the House suspend the
rules and pass the joint resolution,
House Joint Resolution 251, as amend-
ed

The question was taken, and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)
the rules were suspended and the joint
resolution, as amended, was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. ANNUNZIO. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks on the
legislation just passed.

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

There was no objection.

NURSE EDUCATION ACT OF 1985

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, I move
to suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 2370) to amend the Public
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Health Service Act to extend the pro-
grams of assistance for nurse educa-
tion, as amended.
The Clerk read as follows:
H.R. 2370

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United Stales of
America in Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE: REFERENCE TO ACT.

(a) SHorT TITLE.—This Act may be cited
as the “Nurse Education Act of 1985".

(b) REFERENCE TO AcT.—Except as other-
wise specifically provided, whenever in this
Act an amendment or repeal is expressed in
terms of an amendment to, or a repeal of, a
section or other provision, the reference
shall be considered to be made to a section
or other provision of the Public Health
Service Act.

SEC. 2. SPECIAL PROJECTS.

(a) PrRoGRAM REVISION.—Section 820(a) (42
U.S.C. 296k(a)) is amended—

(1) paragraph (4) is amended to read as
follows:

“(4) demonstrate improved geriatric train-
ing in preventive care, acute care, and long-
term care (including both home health care
and institutional care);”;

(2) by striking out the period at the end of
paragraph (5) and inserting in lieu thereof a
semicolon; and

(3) by inserting after paragraph (5) the
following:

“(6) demonstrate clinical nurse education
programs which combine educational curric-
ula and clinical practice in health care deliv-
ery organizations, including acute care fa-
cilities, long-term care facilities, and ambu-
latory care facilities;

“(7) demonstrate methods to improve
access to nursing services in noninstitu-
tional settings through support of nursing
practice arrangements in communities; or

“(8) demonstrate methods to encourage
nursing graduates to practice in health
manpower shortage areas (designated under
section 332) in order to improve the special-
ty and geographical distribution of nurses in
the United States.”.

(b) AUTHORIZATIONS.—Section 820(d) is
amended—

(1) by amending the first sentence to read
as follows: “For payments under grants and
contracts under subsection (a), there are au-
thorized to be appropriated $9,500,000 for
fiscal year 1986, $9,980,000 for fiscal year
1987, and $10,500,000 for fiscal year 1988."”;
and

(2) by striking out “1981" in the second
sentence and inserting in lieu thereof
“1985”.

SEC. 3. ADVANCED NURSE EDUCATION.

Section 821 (42 U.8.C. 2961) is amended to

read as follows:

““ADVANCED NURSE EDUCATION

“Sec, 821. (a) The Secretary may make
grants to and enter into contracts with
public and private nonprofit collegiate
schools of nursing to meet the costs of
projects to—

“(1) plan, develop, and operate,

*(2) expand, or

“(3) maintain,
programs which lead to masters’ and doctor-
al degrees and which prepare nurses to
serve as nurse educators, administrators, or
researchers or to serve in clinical nurse spe-
cialties determined by the Secretary to re-
quire advanced education. The Secretary
shall give priority to applicants for projects
for geriatric and gerontological nursing.
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“(b) For payments under grants and con-
tracts under subsection (a), there are au-
thorized to be appropriated $16,500,000 for
fiscal year 1986, $17,325,000 for fiscal year
1987, and $18,200,000 for fiscal yvear 1988.".
SEC, 4. NURSE PRACTITIONER AND NURSE MIDWIFE

PROGRAMS.

(a) TRAINING PROGRAMS,—

(1) Paragraph (1) of section 822(a) (42
lU.S.C. 296m(a)) is amended to read as fol-

Ows:

“(1) The Secretary may make grants to
and enter into contracts with public or non-
profit private schools of nursing and public
health, public or nonprofit private schools
of medicine which received grants or con-
tracts under this subsection before to Octo-
ber 1, 1985, public or nonprofit private hos-
pitals, and other public or nonprofit private
entities to meet the cost of projects to—

“(A) plan, develop, and operate,

“(B) expand, or

“(C) maintain,
programs for the education of nurse practi-
tioners and nurse midwives. The Secretary
shall give special consideration to applica-
tions for grants or contracts for programs
for the education of nurse practitioners and
nurse midwives who will practice in health
manpower shortage areas (designated under
section 332) and for the education of nurse
practitioners which emphasize education re-
specting the special problems of geriatric
patients (including the problems in the de-
livery of preventive care, acute care, and
long-term care (including both home health
care and institutional care) to such patients)
and education to meet the particular needs
of nursing home patients and patients who
are confined to their homes.".

(2) Paragraph (2) of such section is
amended—

(A) by amending subparagraph (A) to read
as follows:

“(A) For purposes of this section, the term
‘programs for the education of nurse practi-
tioners and nurse midwives’ means educa-
tional programs for registered nurses (irre-
spective of the type of school of nursing in
which the nurses received their training)
which meet guidelines prescribed by the
Secretary in accordance with subparagraph
(B) and which have as their objective the
education of nurses (including pediatric and
geriatric nurses) who will, upon completion
of their studies in such programs, be quali-
fied to provide effectively primary health
care, including primary health care in
homes and in ambulatory care facilities,
long-term care facilities (where appropri-
ate), and other health care institutions.”;

(B) by striking out “training” in the first
sentence of subparagraph (B) and inserting
in lieu thereof “education”; and

(C) by inserting “and nurse midwives”
before the period in the first sentence of
subparagraph (B).

(b) TrRAINEESHIPS.—Section
amended—

(1) by striking out “‘nursing, medicine, and
public health,” in paragraph (1) and insert-
ing in lieu thereof ‘“nursing and public
health, schools of medicine which received
grants or contracts under this subsection
before October 1, 1984,”;

(2) by inserting “and nurse midwives"”
before the period in the first sentence of
paragraph (1);

(3) by inserting “or nurse midwife" after
“practitioner” in paragraph (3); and

(4) by inserting “or in a public health care
r;cmty" before “for a period” in paragraph
(3).

(c) APPLICATIONS.—Section
amended—

822(b) is

822(c) is
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(1) by striking out “training” and insert-
ing in lieu thereof “education’; and

(2) by inserting “and nurse midwives”
after “nurse practitioners".

(d) AvUTHORIZATIONS.—Section 822(e) is
amended to read as follows:

“(e) For payments under grants and con-
tracts under this section there are author-
ized to be appropriated $12,000,000 for fiscal
year 1986, $12,600,000 for fiscal year 1987,
$13,230,000 for fiscal year 1988.",

(e) TECHNICAL.—

(1) Section 822 is amended by striking out
subsection (d) and by redesignating subsec-
tion (e) as subsection (d).

(2) The heading for section 822 is amend-
ed to read as follows:

“NURSE PRACTITIONER AND NURSE MIDWIFE
PROGRAMS".
SEC. 5. TRAINEESHIPS FOR ADVANCED EDUCATION
OF PROFESSIONAL NURSES.

(a) ProGRAM REvIisiON.—Paragraph (1) of
section 830(a) (42 U.S8.C. 297(a)) is amended
to read as follows:

“(1MA) The Secretary may make grants to
public or nonprofit private schools of nurs-
ing and public health, public or nonprofit
private hospitals, and other public or non-
profit private entities to cover the cost of
traineeships for nurses in masters’ degree
and doctoral degree programs in order to
educate such nurses to—

“(i) serve in and prepare for practice as
nurse practitioners,

“(ii) serve in and prepare for practice as
nurse administrators, nurse educators, and
nurse researchers, or

“(iii) serve in and prepare for practice in
other professional nursing specialities deter-
mined by the Secretary to require advanced
education.

“(B) The Secretary may make grants to
public and private nonprofit schools of nurs-
ing and appropriate public and private non-
profit entities to cover the cost of trainee-
ships to educate nurses to serve in and pre-
pared for practice as nurse midwives.”.

(b) AvuTHORIZATIONS.—Section 830 is fur-
ther amended—

(1) by amending the first sentence of sub-
section (b) to read as follows: “There are au-
thorized to be appropriated for the purposes
of subsection (a), $11,500,000 for fiscal year
1086, $12,100,000 for fiscal year 1987,
$12,700,000 for fiscal year 1988.”; and

(2) by striking out the second sentence of
such subsection.

(c) CONFORMING AMEMDMENT.—Section 830
is amended by striking out “TRAINING” in
the section heading and inserting in leu
thereof “EDUCATION".

SEC. 6. NURSE ANESTHETISTS.

(a) ProcrRAM REvisioN.—Section 831 (42
U.S.C. 207-1) is amended by redesignating
subsection (b) as subsection (¢) and by in-
serting after subsection (a) the following
new subsection:

“(b) The Secretary may make grants to
public or private nonprofit institutions to
cover the cost of projects to improve exist-
ing programs for the education of nurse an-
esthetists which are accredited by an entity
of entities designated by the Secretary of
Education. Such grants shall include grants
to such institutions for the purpose of pro-
viding financial assistance and support to
certified registered nurse anesthetists who
are faculty members of accredited programs
to enable such nurse anesthetists to obtain
advanced edcuation relevant to their teach-
ing functions.”.

(b) AUTHORIZATIONS.—Section 831(c) (as
redesignated by subsection (a) of this sec-
tion) is amended to read as follows:
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“¢c) For the purpose of making grants
under this section there are authorized to
be appropriated $800,000 for fiscal year
1986, $840,000 for fiscal year 1987, $880,000
for fiscal year 1988. Not more than 20 per-
cent of the amount appropriated under this
subsection for any fiscal year shall be obli-
gated for grants described in the second sen-
tence of subsection (b).".

(c) TECHNICAL.—

(1) Section 831(a)(1) is amended by strik-
ing out “Commissioner” and inserting in
lieu thereof “Secretary”.

(2) The section heading heading for such
section is amended by striking out “TRAIN-
EESHIPS FOR TRAINING OF".

SEC. 7. STUDENT LOANS.

(a) ProGrAM REvisioN.—Subsections (a)
and (b) of section 838 (42 U.S.C. 297b) are
amended to read as follows:

“¢a)(1) The Secretary shall from time to
time set dates by which schools of nursing
must file applications for Federal capital
contributions.

“(2)A) If the total of the amounts re-
quested for any fiscal year in applications
under paragraph (1) exceeds the total
amount appropriated under section 837 for
that fiscal year, the allotment from such
total amount to the loan fund of each
school of nursing shall be reduced to which-
ever of the following is the smaller:

“(1) The amount requested in its applica-
tion.

“(ii) An amount which bears the same
ratio to the total amount appropriated as
the number of students estimated by the
Secretary to be enrolled on a full-time basis
in such school during such fiscal year bears
to the estimated total number of students
enrolled in all such schools on a full-time
basis during such year.

“B) Amounts remaining after allotment
under subparagraph (A) shall be reallotted
in accordance with clause (ii) of such sub-
paragraph among schools whose applica-
tions requested more than the amounts so
allotted to their loan funds, but with such
adjustments as may be necessary to prevent
the total allotted to any such school's loan
fund under this paragraph and paragraph
(3) from exceeding the total so requested by
it

“(3) Funds which, pursuant to section
839(c) or pursuant to a loan agreement
under section 835, are returned to the Secre-
tary in any fiscal year, shall be available for
allotment in such fiscal year and in the
fiscal year exceeding such fiscal year. Funds
described in the preceding sentence shall be
allotted among schools of nursing in such
manner as the Secretary determines will
best carry out this subpart, except that in
making such allotments, the Secretary shall
give priority to schools of nursing which es-
tablished student loan funds under this sub-
part after September 30, 1975.

“(b) Allotments to a loan fund of a school
shall be paid to it from time to time in such
installments as the Secretary determines
will not result in unnecessary accumulations
in the loan fund at such school.”.

(b) DISTRIBUTION OF AssSETs.—Section 839
(42 U.S.C. 297e) is amended—

(1) by striking out “1987,” each place it
appears in subsections (a) and (b) and in-
serting in lieu thereof “1991,”; and

(2) by adding at the end thereof the fol-
lowing new subsection:

“(e)(1) Within 90 days after the termina-
tion of any agreement with a school under
section 835 or the termination in any other
manner of a school's participation in the
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loan program under this subpart, such
school shall pay to the Secretary, from the
balance of the loan fund of such school es-
tablished under section 835, an amount
which bears the same ratio to the balance in
such fund on the date of such termination
as the total amount of the Federal capital
contributions to such fund by the Secretary
pursuant to section 835(bX2XA) bears to
the total amount in such fund on such date
derived from such Federal capital contribu-
tions and from funds deposited in the fund
pursuant to section 835(b)2)XB). The re-
maineder of such balance shall be paid to
the school.

“(2) A school to which paragraph (1) ap-
plies shall pay to the Secretary, after the
date on which payment is made under such
paragraph and not less than quarterly, the
same proportionate share of amounts re-
ceived by the school after the date of termi-
nation referred to in paragraph (1) in pay-
ment of principal or interest on loans made
from the loan fund as was determined for
the Secretary under such paragraph.”.

SEC. 8. LOANS.

Subpart II of part B of title VIII is
amended by adding at the end the follow-
ing:

“GENERAL PROVISIONS

“Sec. B42. (a) The Secretary is authorized
to attempt to collect any loan which was
made under this subpart, which is in de-
fault, and which was referred to the Secre-
tary by a school with which the Secretary
has an agreement under this subpart. Such
a collection shall be made on behalf of such
school under such terms and conditions as
the Secretary may prescribe (including re-
imbursement from the school’s student loan
fund for expenses the Secretary may rea-
sonably incure in attempting collection).
Scuh a collection may be made only if the
school has complied with such requirements
as the Secretary may specify by regulation
with respect to the collection of loans under
this subpart. A loan referred for collection
shall be treated as a debt subject to section
5514 of title 5, United States Code. Amounts
collected shall be deposited in the school’s
student loan fund. Whenever the Secretary
desires the institution of a civil action re-
garding such loan, the Secretary shall refer
the matter to the Attorney General for ap-
propriate action.

“(b) In any case in which the Secretary in-
tends to terminate an agreement with a
school under this subpart, the Secretary
shall provide the school with a written
notice specifying such intention and stating
that the school may request a formeal hear-
ing with respect to such termination. If the
school requests such a hearing within 30
days after the receipt of such notice, the
Secretary shall provide such school with a
?e:;ing conducted by an administrative law

udge.".
SEC. 8. REPEALS AND TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS.

(a) RerEALS.—Sections 801, 802, 803, 805,
810, 811, and 815 (42 U.S.C. 296, 206a, 296b,
206d, 296e, 2961, and 296j) are repealed.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—(1) Part A
of title VIII is amended by striking out the
headings for subparts I, II, III, and IV.

(2) Section 851(b) (42 U.S.C. 208(b)) is
amended by striking out “, and in the review
of applications for construction projects
under subpart I of part A, of applications
under section 805, and of applications under
subpart III of part A",

(3) The heading for part A of title VIII is
amended to read as follows:
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“PART A—SPECIAL PROJECTS".

(4) The heading for title VIII is amended
to read as follows:

“TITLE VIII-NURSE EDUCATION".

(c) TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS.—

(1MA) Section B04 (42 U.S.C. 296c) is re-
designated as section 858 and is amended to
read as follows:

““RECOVERY FOR CONSTRUCTION ASSISTANCE

“Sec. B858. (a) If at any time within 20
years (or within such shorter period as the
Secretary may prescribe by regulation for
an interim facility) after the completion of
construction of a facility with respect to
which funds have been paid under subpart I
of part A (as such subpart was in effect on
September 30, 1984)—

“(1) The facility is sold or transferred to
an entity which is not a public or nonprofit
school or the owner shall cease to be a
public or nonprofit school,

“(2) the facility shall cease to be used for
the training purposes for which it was con-
structed, or

“(3) the facility is used for sectarian in-
struction or as a place for religious worship,

the United States shall be entitled to recov-
er, whether from the transferor or the
transferee (or, in the case of a facility which
has ceased to be a public or nonprofit school
or to be used for a purpose referred to in
paragraph (2) or is used for sectarian in-
struction or religious worship, from the
owners thereof) an amount determined
under subsection (c).

‘“(b) The transferor of a facility which is
sold or transferred as described in para-
graph (1) of subsection (a), the owner of a
facility which ceases to be a public or non-
profit school, or the owner of a facility the
use of which is changed as described in
paragraph (2) or (3) of subsection (a), shall
provide the Secretary written notice of such
sale, transfer, or change—

“(1) not later than—

“(A) ten days after the date on which
such sale, transfer, or change of use occurs,
in the case of a facility which is sold or
transferred or the use of which changes on
or after the date of the enactment of this
subsection, or

“(B) thirty days after the date of the en-
actment of this subsection, in the case of a
facility which was sold or transferred or the
use of which changed before the date of the
enactment of this subsection, or

“(2) if the Secretary determines that such
notice with respect to such change should
more appropriately be made in the annual
report to the Secretary of the person re-
quired to provide such notice, in the first
such report after such change.

“(eX1) Except as provided in paragraph
(2), the amount the United States shall be
entitled to recover under subsection (a) is an
amount bearing the same ratio to the then
value (as determined by the agreement of
the parties or in an action brought in the
district court of the United States for the
district for which the facility involved is sit-
uated) of so much of the facility as consti-
tuted an approved project or projects as the
amount of the Federal participation bore to
the cost of the construction of such project
or projects.

“(2)(A) After the expiration of—

(1) 180 days after the date of the sale,
transfer, or change of use for which a notice
is required by subsection (b) in the case of &
facility which is sold or transferred or the
use of which changes on or after the date of
the enactment of this subsection, or
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“(ii) thirty days after the date of enact-
ment of this subsection or, if later 180 days
after the date of the sale, transfer, or
change of use for which a notice is required
by subsection (b), in the case of a facility
which was sold or transferred or the use of
which changed before the date of the enact-
ment of this subsection,

the amount which the United States is enti-
tled to recover under paragraph (1) with re-
spect to a facility shall be the amount pre-
scribed by paragraph (1) plus interest,
during the period described in subparagraph
(B), at a rate (determined by the Secretary)
based on the average of the bond equivalent
of the weekly ninety-one-day Treasury bill
auction rate.

“(B) The period referred to in subpara-
graph (A) is the period beginning—

“(1) in the case of a facility which was sold
or transferred or the use of which changed
before the date of the enactment of this
subsection, thirty days after such date or if
later 180 days after the date of the sale,
transfer, or change of use for which a notice
is required by subsection (b),

“(ii) in the case of a facility which was
sold or transferred or the use of which
changes on or after the date of enactment
of this subsection, and with respect to
which notice is provided in accordance with
subsection (b), upon the expiration of 180
days after the receipt of such notice, or

“(iii) in the case of a facility which was
sold or transferred or the use of which
changes on or after the date of enactment
of this subsection, and with respect to
which such notice is not provided as pre-
scribed by subsection (b), on the date of the
sale, transfer, or changes for which such
notice was to be provided,

and ending on the date the amount the
United States is entitled to under paragraph
(1) is collected.

“(d) The Secretary may weaive the recov-
ery rights of the United States under sub-
section (aX2) with respect to a facility in
any State if the Secretary determines, in ac-
cordance with regulations, that there is
good cause for waiving such rights with re-
spect to such facility.

“(e) The right of recovery of the United
States under subsection (a) shall not consti-
tute a lien on any facility with respect to
which funds have been paid under this
title.”,

(B) Within one hundred and eighty days
after the date of the enactment of this sec-
tion, the Secretary shall have in effect regu-
lations to carry out subsection (b) of section
858 of the Public Health Service Act (as
added by the amendment made by subpara-
graph (A)).

(2) Section 853(1) (42 U.S.C. 288b(1)) is
amended by striking out “the Canal Zone,”
and inserting in lieu thereof “the Common-
wealth of the Northern Mariana Islands,”.

(3) Section 853(6) (42 U.S.C. 288(6)) is
amended to read as follows:

“(8) The term ‘accredited’ when applied to
any program of nurse education means a
program accredited by a recognized body or
bodies, or by a State agency, approved for
such purpose by the Secretary of Education
and when applied to a hospital, school, col-
lege, or university (or a unit thereof) means
& hospital, school, college or university (or a
unit thereof) which is accredited by a recog-
nized body or bodies, or by a State agency,
approved for such purpose by the Secretary
of Education, except that a school of nurs-
ing see an agreement under subpart II
of part B for the establishment of a student
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loan fund, which is not, at the time of the
application under such subpart, eligible for
accreditation by such a recognized body or
bodies or State agency, shall be deemed ac-
credited for purposes of such subpart if the
Secretary of Education finds, after consulta-
tion with the appropriate accreditation
body or bodies, that there is reasonable as-
surance that the school will meet the ac-
creditation standards of such body or bodies
prior to the beginning of the academic year
following the normal graduation date of stu-
dents who are in their first year of instruc-
tion at such school during the fiscal year in
which the agreement with such school is
made under such subpart; except that the
provisions of this clause shall not apply for
purposes of section 838. For the purpose of
this paragraph, the Secretary of Education
shall publish a list of recognized accrediting
bodies, and of State agencies, which the Sec-
retary of Education determines to be reli-
able authority as to the quality of education
offered.”.

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

The gentleman from California [Mr.
Waxman] will be recognized for 20
minutes and the gentleman from Illi-
nois [Mr. Mapican] will be recognized
for 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from California [Mr, WAxMan].

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks on the
bill under consideration.

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

There was no objection.

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

Mr. Speaker, the bill HR. 2370 ex-
tends for 3 years the programs of as-
sistance for nursing students and nurs-
ing schools. The authorization levels
for 1986 are the same as appropria-
tions for 1985.

The Federal Government has recog-
nized the need for adequately educat-
ed nurses for a number of years. In
years past, much of the Federal effort
has been directed toward simply get-
ting enough nurses to staff hospitals,
clinics, and nursing homes. In this
effort the old programs of the Public
Health Service have been remarkably
successful.

More recently, however, a different
shortage of nurses has been identified.
The Institute of Medicine and the Na-
tional Academy has reported to the
Congress that there is and will contin-
ue to be a shortage of nurses prepared
for advanced practice—nurse mid-
wives, nurse practitioners, and nursing
administrators and educators. As sci-
ence advances in care, the need for
specially trained nurses—such as those
in coronary care or in intensive care—
increases also.

But the supply of these specially
trained nurses is not keeping up with
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the growth in need. Just last year the
Department of Health and Human
Services estimated that within 15
years, the Nation will have only half
the number of specially trained nurses
needed.

This is especially important in a
time of diminishing resources for pro-
viding care for the poor. Nurse mid-
wives and nurse practitioners have
long been relied upon to provide high
quality care to the poor at relatively
low cost.

The bill provides continued support
directly to students, as well as pro-
gram support for the schools and grad-
uate programs. The authorization
level is a “freeze” level.

I urge my colleagues to support the
bill.

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

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of
H.R. 2370, a bill which provides a 3-
year reauthorization of the public
Health Service's nursing education
programs, Since the establishment of
these programs in the mid-1960's, the
ability of nursing schools to supply
our society with highly trained nurses
has changed dramatically. Because the
country no longer faces a shortage of
nurses, it had become necessary to re-
assess the focus and level of Federal
funding. This legislation is the result
of such a reassessment.

H.R. 2370 incorporates many of the
recommendations of the Institute of
Medicine’s study on nursing and nurs-
ing education policies, by focusing
Federal grants on the training of
nurse practitioners and nursing educa-
tion programs which lead to masters
and doctoral degrees. The legislation
also authorizes funds for special
projects and demonstration projects
which will focus on specific needs of
the nursing profession and alternative
methods of patient care delivery.

The authorization levels in H.R.
2370 for fiscal years 1986 through 1988
are $50.3 million, $52.8 million, and
$55.51 million respectively. These au-
thorization levels represent a freeze of
the 1985 appropriation in fiscal 1986
and 5 percent inflationary increases in
fiscal years 1987 and 1988. Although
the administration proposed to elimi-
nate funding for the nursing programs
in its 1986 budget proposal, both the
House and Senate budget resolutions
include funding for these programs at
the 1985 appropriation level. The
fiscal year 1986 authorization levels
contained in this legislation, as report-
ed by the Committee on Energy and
Commerce, conform with both budget
resolutions.

In conclusion, I urge my colleagues
to join me in supporting H.R. 2370.

0O 1310

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

Mr. MADIGAN. I am happy to yield
to the gentleman from New York.
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Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of H.R. 2370, the nurse train-
ing amendments. I would like to thank
the gentleman from California, the
distinguished chairman of the Sub-
committee on Health and the Environ-
ment, Mr. Waxman, and the ranking
minority member gentleman from Illi-
nois Mr. Mapigan, for bringing, this
important health education legislation
before us today.

While the Federal Government has
provided assistance for nursing educa-
tion since the 1930's, the first compe-
hensive proposal to provide funds for
these programs was not established
until 1964. At that time the Nurse
Training Act was passed in response to
a severe nationwide shortage of pro-
fessional nurses. Under title VIII of
the Public Health Services Act we
have been able to provide institutional
support for nursing schools as well as
direct financial assistance to nursing
students. Since 1964 the number of
registered nurses has more than dou-
bled from 550,000 to 1.7 million. Many
studies however, suggest that short-
ages of nurses educated for specialized
and independent practice still exist. It
is essential therefore, that we in Con-
gress continue to respond accordingly
by enacting this legislation.

Among the programs authorized in
this measure, H.R. 2370 establishes
new program initiatives in clinical
nursing education programs for acute
care, long-term care and ambulatory
care facilities. This new program cou-
pled with demonstration projects fo-
cusing on improved geriatric care and
nursing practice arrangements for
noninstitutional settings, are especial-
ly timely. As our senior citizens popu-
lation continues to grow we must be
able to address their health care needs
efficiently and effectively. Adoption of
H.R. 2370 will help us achieve that
goal.

H.R. 2370 also provides support for
advanced nurse training and programs
in nurse practioner and nurse midwife
training. While our medical doctors
provide a very real service, it is the
nurses who establish and maintain
that vital human contact with the pa-
tient. Let us appropriately acknowl-
edge their contribution and their tal-
ents by adopting this legislation.

Mr, WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to correct a techni-
cal error by renumbering a section in
the bill, as follows:

Page 15, line 18 strike “Sec. 8.” and insert
“Skc. 9."” in lieu thereof.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, I re-
serve the balance of our time.

Mr. MADIGAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Utah [Mr. NIELSON], &
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member of the Health and Environ-
ment Subcommittee.

Mr. NIELSON of Utah. Mr. Speaker,
this bill did go through the Health
and Environment Subcommittee and
also the full committee with relatively
little opposition. The main concern
was whether or not we should contin-
ue the program. Evidence was given
that there is still a shortage in certain
areas of the nursing profession, even
though in total there is not a shortage
that there was in 1960 when this pro-
gram was started.

1 was opposed to the bill to begin
with because it was overbudgeted;
however, the committee did bring it
down so that it is now at a freeze at
last year’'s level. Both the House and
the Senate are agreeing to keep this
program. The budget is agreed on
both areas.

Therefore, I now will support the
bill; however, I do think that we ought
to take a good look at these programs
which were put in during the years
right after the Vietnam war in the six-
ties, both the nurse training amend-
ments and the health manpower pro-
gram which is to come in a few min-
utes, and take a look at phasing these
out over a period of time. We do not
have the political clout to do it at this
time, but I do think we need to take a
very good look at them.

Although I am reluctant to support
it, I think we should make a very care-
ful examination of the health profes-
sions. We need to be sure that we have
an adequate supply. We need to be
sure also that we do not have an over-
supply and that is where we have to be
very careful.

I can see a lot of monitoring. For
those reasons, I do support the bill, be-
cause it has been accepted by the com-
mittee and the finances have been
brought back in line, but I think it is
something that we need to take a very
careful look at.

Mr. MADIGAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
ranking member of the full committee,
the gentleman from North Carolina
[Mr. BROYHILL].

Mr. BROYHILL. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding.

I would like the attention of the gen-
tleman from Illinois and also of the
gentleman from California.

A number of Members have asked
me questions with respect to the au-
thorization levels in these bills. I have
assured them that these bills contain
the dollar figures that have been in-
cluded in the budget which also are
lower than the figures that were in-
cluded in last year’s bill.

On that basis, I am urging my col-
leagues to support this legislation as it
is brought up under suspension today.

This bill, HR. 2370, has lower au-
thorization levels than last year’s bill.
This was done in an effort to try to ac-
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commodate the concern of the minori-
ty with increasing authorization levels.

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

Mr. BROYHILL. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding to
me.

The gentleman is correct, that last
year the authorization was $69 mil-
lion. The authorization for 1985 is
$50.3 million.

There is some question I would raise
as to the full accuracy of the gentle-
man’s statement when it comes to the
outyears; but what we have done is
frozen the authorization and allowed
increases thereafter only for the 5 per-
cent. This is much less than what was
authorized for the program last year
and what was authorized in the bill
that passed the Congress at the end of
the last Congress.

Mr. MADIGAN. Mr. Speaker, if I
may reclaim my time and respond to
the gentleman, the bill last year pro-
posed authorizations of $75 million in
1987 and $81 million in 1988.

In this bill as a result of the Broyhill
amendment being adopted in the com-
mittee, rather than $75 million, the
authorization is $52 million; and
rather than $81 million, it is $55 mil-
lion. This bill is not only substantially
less than the bill last year, but is also
substantially less than the bill that is
pending in the Senate.

Mr. BROYHILL. Mr. Speaker, if the
gentleman will yield further, I thank
the gentleman for that explanation.

Mr. Speaker, on the basis of that, I
urge my colleagues to vote for and
support this bill today.

Mr. MADIGAN. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman from North
Carolina for his contribution today as
well as his help in fashioning this com-
promise in the committee.
® Mr. WALGREN. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased today to support H.R. 2370,
the extension of the Nurse Training
Act. As a member of the Health Sub-
committee, I am all too keenly aware
of the need to make sure we have an
adequate supply of health personnel
in the needed specialities and in all
places where they are needed. Several
studies, including the National Acade-
my of Sciences and the Surgeon Gen-
eral have found that we are facing
nursing shortages in certain speciality
and geographic areas. This bill is de-
signed to respond to some of those
projected shortfalls.

Nurses are the largest single health
professions group in the country today
and are probably the most versatile of
health professionals. Having broad ex-
perience, they often have broad re-
sponsibilities. In many hospitals and
nursing homes, nurses are often the
only professionals on duty around the
clock.
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There is one future challenge to
nursing that particularly concerns me,
a challenge that could turn into a
crisis: How to deal with the medical
needs of the increasing number of el-
derly in our population. I am grateful
that the committee agreed to my
amendments which placed special em-
phases on geriatric training for nurses
by directing the Public Health Service
to give priority to training projects in
geriatric nursing.

By the year 2000, the number of
Americans over age 65 will increase by
10 million and the number of people
over age 85 will double. The elderly
will make 40 percent more doctors
visits and require 50 percent more hos-
pitals care. Health care expenditures
for older people are generally three
and one half times that of people
under 65.

ADEQUACY OF CARE TODAY QUESTIONED

Several studies have revealed that
nursing care of the elderly today is
hardly in excess. The average nursing
home patient in a skilled nursing facil-
ity receives only 12 minutes of direct
care by a registered nurse per day and
only 7 minutes per day in an interme-
diate care facility. Only 22 percent of
nursing homes have a registered nurse
on duty around the clock. In many
cases, nursing functions are performed
by aides and licensed practical nurses.

Perhaps more compelling than the
raw numbers is the finding of the Na-
tional Academy of Sciences on the
quality of health care for the elderly:
“There is a tendency for nurses and
physicians alike to inappropriately dis-
miss treatable symptoms, too often
automatically regarding them as a
part of an inevitable, irreversible proc-
ess of aging. The result is unnecessary
disability and institutionalization.
Many elderly could remain at home, or
in a less restrictive evironment, if a
greater emphasis were placed on their
special needs. . . .” The Academy has
observed that the largest single group
that suffers from lack of adequate
nursing services today is the elderly.
Thus, even with the nurses we have,
the elderly are not getting proper
health care.

NURSING CARE IN THE FUTURE

The problem of providing adequate
nursing care to the elderly is only
going to get worse in the future. There
will be more elderly people and there
will be move elderly people with dis-
abilities (now 45 percent of all elder-
ly). If current training, salary, and
staffing levels continue, an insuffi-
cient number of nurses will be attract-
ed to geriatric nursing. In addition,
changes in health care financing and
delivery are expected to place more re-
sponsibility on nurses. Predictions are
that nurses will provide up to 50 per-
cent of outpatient care to the elderly
now provided by doctors.
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The 1981 White House Conference
on Aging predicted a shortfall of
75,000 nurses in institutional long-
term care and 20,000 more RN's will be
needed by 2000. Our needs for commu-
nity health nurses to provide home
health care for the 95 percent of elder-
ly who live at home will double by
1990.

What is the status of training today?
In the 1,400 nursing education pro-
grams for institutional care, only 1 in
10 have specific courses in geriatric
nursing. Less than 1 percent of nurses
hold master’'s or doctoral degrees with
a primary focus on geriatrics. The Na-
tional Institute on Aging has observed
that the largest single problem in
strengthening the geriatric content of
nursing education is the inadequate
preparation of faculty. NIA predicts
that 2,000 faculty members are needed
to teach geriatric nursing.

In the bill, the special emphasis on
geriatrics in special projects, the nurse
practitioner program and the ad-
vanced nurse education program is an
effort to respond to these gaps in our
health care system. Encouraging good
training is only half the battle. We
have to design financing programs to
attract and retain capable and con-
cerned people to geriatric nursing.
Turnover rates in nursing home are
over 100 percent per year; employee
benefits in nursing homes are woefully
inadequate. Scotland and Scandanavia
have a markedly different approach—
they give salary bonuses to staff who
work in geriatrics and long-term care.
Our values are now facing a crucial
test with repect to health care for the
elderly and we must decide if we care
enough to create a health care system
that will meet their needs.

I hope the House will agree and help
us begin to address a problem that is
only going to worsen if we do noth-
ing.@

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

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, I do
want to express my appreciation to my
colleagues on both sides of the aisle in
the subcommittee who worked to fash-
ion this legislation, and I urge its
adoption.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from California [Mr.
Waxman] that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 2370, as
amended.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)
the rules were suspended and the bill,
as amended, was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.
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HEALTH PROFESSIONS EDUCA-
TIONAL ASSISTANCE AMEND-
MENTS OF 1985

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, I move
to suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 2410) to amend the Public
Health Service Act to revise and
extend the programs under title VII of
that act, as amended.

The Clerk read as follows:

H.R. 2410

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representalives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE AND REFERENCE TO ACT.

(a) SrORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited
as the “Health Professions Educational As-
sistance Amendments of 1985".

(b) REFERENCE TO AcT.—Whenever in this
Act an amendment or repeal is expressed in
terms of an amendment to, or a repeal of, a
section or other provision, the reference
shall be considered to be made to a section
or other provision of the Public Health
Service Act.

PART A—AUTHORIZATIONS
SEC. 2. SCOPE AND DURATION OF FEDERAL LOAN
INSURANCE PROGRAM.

Section 728(a) (42 TU.S.C. 294a(a)) is
amended—

(1) by striking out the first sentence and
inserting in lieu thereof the following: “The
total principal amount of new loans made
and installments paid pursuant to lines of
credit (as defined in section 737) to borrow-
ers covered by Federal loan insurance under
this subpart shail not exceed $250,000,000
for fiscal year 1985, $275,000,000 for fiscal
year 1986, $290,000,000 for fiscal year 1987,
and $305,000,000 for fiscal year 1988. If the
total amount of new loans made and install-
ments paid pursuant to lines of credit in any
fiscal year is less than the ceiling estab-
lished for such year by the preceding sen-
tence, the difference between the loans
made and installments paid and the ceiling
shall be carried over to the next fiscal year
and added to the ceiling applicable to that
fiscal year.”.

(2) by striking out “1987,” in the last sen-
tence and inserting in lieu thereof “1981,”.
SEC. 3. STUDENT LOANS.

(2) AUTHORIZATION.—Section 742(a) (42
U.S8.C. 2940(a)) is amended by striking out
“and” after “1983,” and by inserting before
the period a comma and “$2,000,000 for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 1986,
$2,100,000 for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 1987, and $2,200,000 for the fiscal
year ending September 30, 1988",

(b) D1STRIBUTION OF AsseTs.—Section 743
(42 U.8.C. 294p) Is amended by striking out
“1987" each place it appears and inserting
in lieu thereof “1891”.

SEC. 4. SCHOLARSHIPS FOR STUDENTS OF EXCEP-
TIONAL FINANCIAL NEED.

Section 758(d) (42 U.S.C. 204z(d)) is
amended by striking out “and” after *1983,"”
and by inserting before the period a comma
and “$7,000,000 for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 1986, $7,350,000 for the fiscal
year ending September 30, 1987, and
$7,700,000 for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 1988",

SEC. 5. DEPARTMENTS OF FAMILY MEDICINE.

Section 780(c) (42 U.S.C. 206g(c)) is
amended by striking out “and" after “1983,”
and by inserting a comma and “$7,500,000
for the fiscal year ending September 30,
1986, $7,900,000 for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 1987, and $8,300,000 for the
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fiscal year ending September 30, 1988,"
after “1984".
SEC. 6. AREA HEALTH EDUCATION CENTERS.

The first sentence of section T81(g) (42
U.S.C. 295g-1(g)) is amended by striking out
“and” after ““1983,” and by inserting before
the period a comma and “$18,000,000 for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 1986,
$18,900,000 for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 1987, and $19,800,000 for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 1988".

SEC. 7. PHYSICIAN ASSISTANTS.

Section 783(d) (42 U.S.C. 205g-3(d)) is
amended by striking out “and” after “1983,"”
and by inserting before the period a comma
and “$4,800,000 for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 1986, $5,000,000 for the fiscal
year ending September 30, 1987, and
$5,250,000 for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 1988".

SEC. 8. GENERAL INTERNAL MEDICINE AND GENER-
AL PEDIATRICS.

Section T84(b) (42 U.S.C. 295g-4(b)) is
amended by striking out “and” after “1983,"
and by inserting before the period a comma
and “$19,800,000 for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 1986, $20,600,000 for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 1987, and
$24,000,000 for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 1988",

SEC. 9. FAMILY MEDICINE AND GENERAL PRAC-
TICE OF DENTISTRY.

Section 786(c) (42 U.S.C. 205g-6(c)) is
amended—

(1) by striking out “and” after “1983," and
by inserting before the period a comma and
““$37,100,000 for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 1986, $38,800,000 for the fiscal
year ending September 30, 1987, and
$43,000,000 for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 1988"; and

(2) by striking out “and” after “1983,” in
the second sentence and by inserting “Sep-
tember 30, 1986, September 30, 1987, and
September 30, 1988, after “1984,".

SEC. 10. EDUCATIONAL ASSISTANCE TO INDIVID-
UALS FROM DISADVANTAGED BACK-
GROUNDS.

The first sentence of section T87(b) (42
U.8.C. 295g-T(b)) is amended by striking out
“and” after “1983,” and by inserting before
the period a comma and “$24,000,000 for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 1986,
$25,200,000 for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 1987, and $26,500,000 for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 1988".

SEC. 11, CURRICULUM DEVELOPMENT AND FACUL-
TY TRAINING GRANTS.

Section 788(f) (42 U.S.C. 295g-8(1)) is
amended—

(1) by inserting “‘(1)” before “For”,;

(2) by striking out ‘‘this section,” and in-
serting in lieu thereof “subsections (a), (b),
(c), (e), and (f),”;

(3) by striking out “and” after “1983;";

(4) by inserting before the period a semi-
colon and “$3,000,000 for the fiscal year
ending September 30, 1986; $3,200,000 for
the fiscal year ending September 30, 1987;
and $3,300,000 for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 1988"; and

(5) by adding at the end thereof the fol-
lowing:

(2) For purposes of subsection (d), there
are authorized to be appropriated $2,000,000
for the fiscal year ending September 30,
1986; $3,000,000 for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 1987; and $3,000,000 for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 1988.".

SEC. 12. Anv:NNggn FINANCIAL DISTRESS ASSIST-

The first sentence of section T88B(h) (42
U.8.C. 295g-8b(h)) is amended by inserting
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before the period a comma and “$4,200,000

for the fiscal year ending September 30,

1986, and $3,800,000 for the fiscal year

ending September 30, 1987".

SEC. 13. GRADUATE PROGRAMS IN HEALTH ADMIN-
ISTRATION.

Section T91(d) (42 U.S.C. 295h(d)) is
amended by striking out “and” after “1983,”
and by inserting before the period a comma
and “$1,500,000 for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 1986, $1,575,000 for the fiscal
year ending September 30, 1987, and
$1,650,000 for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 1988".

SEC. 14. TRAINEESHIPS FOR STUDENTS IN OTHER
GRADUATE PROGRAMS.

Section T91A(c) (42 U.S.C. 295h-1a(c)) Is
amended by striking out “and” after
“1980,", and by inserting before the period a
semicolon and “$500,000 for the fiscal year
ending September 30, 1986; $525,000 for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 1987, and
$551,000 for the fiscal year ending Septem-
ber 30, 1988".

SEC. 15. PUBLIC HEALTH TRAINEESHIPS.

Section T92(c) (42 U.S.C. 295h-1b(c)) is
amended by striking out “and” after “1983;"
and by inserting before the period a semi-
colon and *$3,000,000 for the fiscal year
ending September 30, 1986, and $3,150,000
for the fiscal year ending September 30,
1987, and $3,300,000 for the fiscal year
ending September 30, 1988".

SEC. 16. TRAINING IN PREVENTIVE MEDICINE.,

Section T93(c) (42 U.S.C. 285h-1c(c)) is
amended by striking out “and” after *“1983,”
and by inserting before the period a comma
and “$1,600,000 for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 1986, and $1,680,000 for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 1987, and
$1,760,000 for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 1988".

PART B—PROGRAM REVISIONS

SEC. 17. SCHOOLS OF CHIROPRACTIC.

(a) DEFINITIONS.,—

(1) Section T01(4) (42 U.S.C. 292a(4)) is
amended—

(A) by striking out “and” after “ ‘school of
veterinary medicine’,”;

(B) by inserting a comma and “and ‘school
of chiropractic’'” after * ‘school of public
health'”;

(C) by striking out “and’ after “a degree
of doctor of veterinary medicine or an equiv-
alent degree,”; and

(D) by inserting “and a degree of doctor of
chiropractic or an equivalent degree,”
before “and including advanced training re-
lated to”.

(2) Section 701(5) (42 U.S.C. 2982a(5)) is
amended—

(A) by striking out “or” after “pharma-
cy,”; and

(B) by inserting “or chiropractic,” after
“public health,”.

(b) Loans.—Section 737 (42 U.8.C. 204j)) is
amended by striking out paragraph (2) and
by redesignating paragraphs (3), (4), and (5)
as paragraphs (2), (3), and (4), respectively.
SEC. 18. TRAINING OF PHYSICIAN ASSISTANTS,

Section 7T01(B) (42 U.S.C. 292a(8)) is
amended to read as follows:

“(BXA) The term ‘program for the train-
ing of physician assistants’' means an educa-
tional program which (i) has as its objective
the education of individuals who will, upon
completion of their studies in the program,
be qualified to provide primary health care
under the supervision of a physician, and
(ii) meets regulations prescribed by the Sec-
retary in accordance with subparagraph (B).

“(B) After consultation with appropriate
organizations, the Secretary shall, not later
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than May 1, 1986, prescribe regulations for
programs for the training of physician as-
sistants. Such regulations shall, as a mini-
mum, require that such a program—

“(i) extend for at least one academic year
and consist of—

“(1) supervised clinical practice, and

“(II) at least four months (in the aggre-
gate) of classroom instruction,
directed toward preparing students to deliv-
er health care;

“(ii) have an enrollment of not less than
eight students; and

“(iil) train students in primary care, dis-
ease prevention, health promotion, geriatric
medicine, and home health care.”.

SEC. 19, SCHOOLS OF ALLIED HEALTH.

(a) DermniTION OF ScHooL—Section
T01(10) (42 U.S.C. 292a(10)) is amended—

(1) by inserting “college,” before “junior
college,"”; and

(2) by striking out “in a discipline of allied
health leading to a baccalaureate or associ-
ate degree (or an equivalent degree of
either) or to a more advanced degree” in
subparagraph (A) and inserting in lieu
thereof “to enable individuals to become
allied health professionals or to provide ad-
ditional training for allied health profes-
sionals”.

(b) DEFINITION OF ALLIED HEALTH PROFES-
s1oNAL.—Section T01 is amended by adding
at the end thereof the following new para-
graph:

*(13) The term ‘allied health professional’
means an individual—

“(A) who has received a certificate, an as-
sociate’s degree, a bachelor's degree, a mas-
ters’ degree, a doctoral degree, or postbacca-
laureate training, in a science relating to
health care;

“(B) who shares in the responsibility for
the delivery of health care services or relat-
ed services, including—

“(1) services relating to the identification,
evaluation, and prevention of diseases and
disorders;

*(ii) dietary and nutrition services;

“(iii) health promotion services;

“(iv) rehabilitation services; or

“(v) health systems management services;
and

“(C) who does not hold a degree in medi-
cine, osteopathy, dentistry, veterinary medi-
cine, optometry, podiatry, pharmacy, public
health, chiropractic, health administration,
or clinical psychology.”.

(c) STUupY.—

(1) The Secretary of Health and Human
Services shall conduct or enter into con-
tracts for the conduct of analytic and de-
scriptive studies of the allied health profes-
slons, chiropractors, clinical psychologists,
veterinarians, optometrists, pharmacists, po-
diatrists, public health professionals, and
health administrators. The studies shall in-
clude evaluations and projections of the
supply of, and requirements for, each such
profession by specialty and geographic loca-
tion. The Secretary shall include in the
report submitted on October 1, 1987 under
section T0B(d)(1) of the Public Health Serv-
ice Act the results of the studies conducted
under this paragraph.

(2) The authority of the Secretary of
Health and Human Services to enter into
contracts under paragraph (1) shall be ef-
fective for any fiscal year only to the extent
or in such amounts as are provided in ad-
vance by appropriation Acts,

SEC. 20. GRADUATE PROGRAMS IN CLINICAL PSY-
CHOLOGY.

(a) DEFINITIONS.—

(1) Section 701 (42 U.S.C. 292a) (as amend-
ed by section 19 of this Act) is further
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amended by adding at the end thereof the
following new paragraph:

“(14) The term ‘graduate program in clini-
cal psychology’ means an accredited gradu-
ate program in a public or nonprofit private
institution in a State which provides train-
ing leading to a doctoral degree in clinical
psychology or an equivalent degree.”.

(2) Section T01(5) (42 U.S.C. 292a(5)) (as
amended by section 17 of this Act) is fur-
ther amended—

(A) by striking out “or” after “chiroprac-
tic,”; and

(B) by inserting “or a graduate program in
clinical psychology,” after “health adminis-
tration,”.

(b) Loaws.—Section 737 (42 U.S.C. 294))
(as amended by section 17 of this Act) is fur-
ther amended by striking out paragraph (2)
and by redesignating paragraphs (3) and (4)
as paragraphs (2) and (3), respectively.

SEC. 21. NATIONAL ADVISORY COUNCIL ON
HEALTH PROFESSIONS EDUCATION.

The last sentence of section 702(a) (42
U.S.C. 292b(a)) is amended to read as fol-
lows: “Of the appointed members of the
Council—

“(1) twelve shall be representatives of the
health professions schools assisted under
pmromms authorized under this title, includ-

g—

“(A) one representative of each of schools
of veterinary medicine, optometry, pharma-
cy, podiatry, public health, and allied
health, and graduate programs in health ad-
ministration; and

“(B) at least six persons experienced in
university administration, at least one of
whom shall be a representative of a school
described in subparagraph (A);

“(2) two shall be full-time students en-
rolled in health professions schools; and

“(3) six shall be members of the general
public.”.

SEC. 22. TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE.

Section T09(d) (42 US.C. 292id)) is
amended to read as follows:

“(d) Funds appropriated under this title
may be used by the Secretary to provide
technical assistance in relation to any of the
authorities under this title.".

SEC. 23. RECOVERY OF ASSISTANCE.

(a) AMENDMENT.—Section T23 (42 US.C.

293c) is amended to read as follows:

“RECOVERY

“Sec. 723. (a) If at any time within 20
years (or within such shorter period as the
Secretary may prescribe by regulations for
an interim facility) after the completion of
construction of a facility with respect to
which funds have been paid under section
T20(a)—

“(1)XA) in the case of a facllity which was
an affiliated hospital or outpatient facility
with respect to which funds have been paid
under section 720(a)(1), the facility is sold
or transferred to an entity that would not
be qualified to file an application under sec-
tion 605 or the owner shall cease to be a
public or other nonprofit entity that would
be qualified to file such an application,

“(B) in the case of a facility which was not
an affiliated hospital or outpatient facility
but was a facility with respect to which
funds have been paid under paragraph (1)
or (3) of section T20(a), the facility is sold or
transferred to an entity which is not a
public or nonprofit school or the owner
shall cease to be a public or nonprofit
school, or

“(C) in the case of a facility which was a
facility with respect to which funds have
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been paid under section 720(aX2), the facili-
ty is sold or transferred to an entity which
is not a public or nonprofit school or the
owner shall cease to be a public or nonprofit
school,

“(2) the facility shall cease to be used for
the teaching or training purposes (or other
purposes permitted under section 722) for
which it was constructed, or

“(3) the facility is used for sectarian in-
struction or as a place for religious worship,

the United States shall be entitled to recov-
er, whether from the transferor or the
transferee (or, in the case of a facility which
has ceased to be an entity qualified to file
an application under section 605 or a public
or nonprofit school or ceased to be used for
a purpose referred to in paragraph (2) or is
used for sectarian instruction or religious
worship, from the owners thereof) an
amount determined under subsection (c).

“(b) The transferor of a facility which is
sold or transferred as described in para-
graph (1) of subsection (a), the owner of a
facility which ceases to be a qualified public
or other nonprofit entity or a public or non-
profit school, or the owner of a facility the
use of which is changed as described in
paragraph (2) or (3) of subsection (a), shall
provide the Secretary written notice of such
sale, transfer, or change—

*“(1) not later than—

“(A) ten days after the date on which
such sale, transfer, or change of use occurs,
in the case of a facility which is sold or
transferred or the use of which changes on
or after the date of the enactment of this
subsection, or

“(B) thirty days after the date of the en-
actment of this subsection, in the case of a
facility which was sold or transferred or the
use of which changed before the date of the
enactment of this subsection, or

*“(2) if the Secretary determines that such
notice with respect to such change should
more appropriately be made in the annual
report to the Secretary of the person re-
quired to provide such notice, in the first
such report after such change.

“(cX1) Except as provided in paragraph
(2), the amount the United States shall be
entitled to recover under subsection (a) is an
amount bearing the same ratio to the then
value (as determined by the agreement of
the parties or in an action brought in the
district court of the United States for the
district for which the facility involved is sit-
uated) of so much of the facility as consti-
tuted an approved project or projects as the
amount of the Federal participation bore to
the cost of the construction of such project
or projects.

“(2)(A) After the expiration of—

“(i) 180 days after the date of the sale,
transfer, or change of use for which a notice
is required by subsection (b), in the case of a
facility which is sold or transferred or the
use of which changes on or after the date of
the enactment of this subsection, or

“(ii) thirty days after the date of the en-
actment of this subsection or if later 180
days after the date of the sale, transfer, or
change of use for which a notice is required
by subsection (b), in the case of a facility
which was sold or transferred or the use of
which changed before the date of the enact-
ment of this subsection,
the amount which the United States is enti-
tled to recover under paragraph (1) with re-
spect to a facility shall be the amount pre-
scribed by paragraph (1) plus interest,
during the period described in subparagraph
(B), at a rate (determined by the Secretary)
based on the average of the bond equivalent
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of the weekly ninety-one-day Treasury bill
auction rate.

“(B) The period referred to in subpara-
graph (A) is the period beginning—

“(1) in the case of a facility which was sold
or transferred or the use of which changes
before the date of the enactment of this
subsection, thirty days after such date or if
later 180 days after the date of the sale,
transfer, or change of use for which a notice
is required by subsection (b),

“(ii) in the case of a facility which was
sold or transferred or the use of which
changes on or after the effective date of
this subsection, and with respect to which
notice is provided in accordance with subsec-
tion (b), upon the expiration of 180 days
after the receipt of such notice, or

“(iii) in the case of a facility which was
sold or transferred or the use of which
changes on or after the effective date of
this subsection, and with respect to which
such notice is not provided as prescribed by
subsection (b), on the date of the sale, trans-
fer, or change of use for which such notice
was to be provided,

and ending on the date the amount the
United States is entitled to under paragraph
(1) is collected.

“¢d) The Secretary may waive the recov-
ery rights of the United States under sub-
section (aX2) with respect to a facility in
any State if the Secretary determines, in ac-
cordance with regulations, that there is
good cause for waiving such rights with re-
spect to such facility.

“(e) The right of recovery of the United
States under subsection (a) shall not consti-
tute a lien on any facility with respect to
which funds have been paid under section
606.".

(b) REcULATIONS.—Within one hundred
and eighty days after the effective date of
this Act, the Secretary shall have in effect
regulations to carry out subsection (b) of
section 723 of the Public Health Service Act
(as added by the amendment made by sub-
section (a) of this section).

SEC. 24. HEALTH EDUCATION ASSISTANCE LOAN
PROGRAM.

(a) ELIGIBLE BORROWER.—

(1) Section T3l(aX1XA) (42 TU.S.C.
294d(a)(1)A)) is amended by striking out
“and” at the end of clause (iii), by redesig-
nating clause (iv) as clause (v), and by in-
serting after clause (iii) the following:

“(iv) if required under section 3 of the
Military Selective Service Act to present
himself for and submit to registration under
such section, has presented himself and sub-
mjzted to registration under such section;
and".

(2) Section T31(aX1XB) (42 TU.S.C.
294d(a)(1XB)) is amended by striking out
“and” at the end of clause (ii) and by insert-
ing after clause (iii) the following:

“(iv) if required under section 3 of the
Military Selective Service Act to present
himself for and submit to registration under
such section, has presented himself and sub-
ml:.it;ed to registration under such section;
and”.

(b) NoTE.—

(1) Section T31(a)(2XB) (42 U.S.C. 294d
(a)(2)(B)) is amended to read as follows:

“(B) provides for repayment of the princi-
pal amount of the loan in installments over
a period of not less than 10 years (unless
sooner repald) nor more than 25 years be-
ginning not earlier than 9 months nor later
than 12 months after the later of—

“(1) the date on which—

‘“(I) the borrower ceases to be a partici-
pant in an accredited internship or residen-
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cy program of not more than four years in
duration;

“(II) the borrower completes the fourth
year of an accredited internship or residen-
cy program of more than four years in dura-
tion; or

“(III) the borrower, if not a participant in
a program described in subclause (I) or (II),
ceases to carry, at an eligible institution, the
normal full-time academic workload as de-
termined by the institution; or

*(il) the date on which a borrower who is
a graduate of an eligible institution ceases
to be a participant in a fellowship training
program not in excess of two years or in a
full-time educational activity not in excess
of two years, which—

“(I) is directly related to the health pro-
fession for which the borrower prepared at
an eligible institution, as determined by the
Secretary; and

“(II) may be engaged in by the borrower
during such a two-year period which begins
within twelve months after the completion
of the borrower’s participation in a program
described in subeclause (I) or (II) of clause (i)
or prior to the completion of the borrower's
participation in such program,
except as provided in subparagraph (C),
except that the period of the loan may not
exceed 33 years from the date of execution
of the note or written agreement evidencing
it, and except that the note or other written
instrument may contain such provisions re-
lating to repayment in the event of default
in the payment of interest or in the pay-
ment of the costs of insurance premiums or
other default by the borrower, as may be
authorized by regulations of the Secretary
in effect at the time the loan is made;".

(2) Section T31(aX2XC) (42 TU.S.C.
294d(aX(2XC)) is amended—

(A) by inserting “(including any period in
such a program described in subclause (I) or
subclause (II) of subparagraph (BXin”
before the comma in clause (ii);

({B) by striking out “or the 33-year period”
in clause (vi);

(C) by striking out “or"” after “National
Health Service Corps,” in clause (v); and

(D) by inserting “or (vii) any period not in
excess of two years which is described in
subparagraph (BXii)" after “Domestic Vol-
unteer Service Act of 1973,”.

(3XA) The provisions of clause (i) of sec-
tion 731(aX(2)XB) of the Public Health Serv-
ice Act (as amended by paragraph (1) of this
subsection) and the provisions of clauses (ii)
and (vi) of section 731(a)X2XC) of such Act
(as amended by subparagraphs (A) and (B)
of paragraph (2)) shall not apply to any in-
dividual who, prior to the effective date of
this Act, received a loan insured under sub-
part I of part C of title VII of such Act.

(B) The provisions of clause (ii) of section
731(aX2XB) of the Public Health Service
Act and clause (vil) of section 731(aX2XC)
of such Act (as added by the amendments
made by paragraphs (1) and (2)X(D) of this
subsection, respectively) shall apply to any
loan insured under subpart I of part C of
title VII of such Act after the effective date
of this Act.

(4) Within 90 days after the effective date
of this Act, the Secretary of Health and
Human Services shall promulgate regula-
tions to carry out clause (ii) of section
731(a)(2XB) of the Public Health Service
Act and clause (vil) of section 731(aX2XC)
of such Act (as added by the amendments
made by paragraphs (1) and (2X(D) of this
subsection, respectively). Such regulations
shall—
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(A) prescribe criteria for the determina-
tion of the types of fellowship training pro-
grams and full-time educational activities
wh;ch will be permitted under such clauses;
an

(B) establish procedures for a borrower to
apply to the Secretary for a determination
concerning whether a particular fellowship
training program or full-time educational
activity will be permitted under such
clauses.

(c) INTEREST RATE.—(1) Section 731(b) (42
U.S.C. 294d(b)) is amended by striking out
“3%" and inserting in lieu thereof “3".

(2) The amendment made by paragraph
(1) of this subsection shall apply to any loan
insured under subpart I of part C of title
VII of the Public Health Service Act after
the effective date of this Act.

(d) PayMmENTSs.—Section 731(c) (42 U.S.C.
294d(c)) is amended—

(1) by striking out “section T31(aX2XC)”
and inserting in lieu thereof “subsection
(aX2xC)"; and

(2) by inserting before the period a comma
and “unless the borrower, in the written
agreement described in subsection (aX2),
agrees to make payments during any year or
any repayment period in a lesser amount”.

(e) PreEmiums.—Section 732(c) (42 U.S.C.
294e(c)) is amended—

(1) by inserting ““(1)” before “The";

(2) by striking out “2" in the first sen-
tence and inserting in lieu thereof “4",

(3) by striking out “in advance, at such
times and” in the first sentence and insert-
ing in lieu thereof “in advance at the time
the loan is made’; and

(4) by adding at the end thereof the fol-
lowing new paragraph:

“(2) The Secretary may not increase the
percentage per year on the principal bal-
ance of loans charged pursuant to para-
graph (1) for insurance premiums, unless
the Secretary has, prior to any such in-
crease—

“(A) requested a qualified public account-
ing firm to evaluate whether an increase in
such percentage is necessary to ensure the
solvency of the student loan fund estab-
lished by section 734, and to determine the
amount of such an increase, if necessary;
and

“(B) such accounting firm has recom-
mended such an increase and has deter-
mined the amount of such increase neces-
sary to ensure the solvency of such fund.

The Secretary may not increase such per-
centage in excess of the maximum percent-
age permitted by paragraph (1) or increase
such percentage by an amount in excess of
the amount of the increase determined by a
qualified accounting firm pursuant to this
paragraph.”.

(f) Loan Funp.—The first sentence of sub-
section (a) of section 734 (42 U.S.C. 294g)
and the first sentence of subsection (b) of
such section are each amended by inserting
“collection or"” before “default”.

(g) LIMITATIONS.—

(1) Section 729(a) (42 U.S.C. 294b(a)) is
amended by inserting “allied health,” after
“public health,” each place it appears.

(2) Section 737 (42 U.S.C. 294j) (as amend-
ed by this part) is further amended—

(A) by inserting a comma and “allied
health,” after “public health” in paragraph
(1); and

(B) by adding at the end thereof the fol-
lowing new paragraph:

“(4) The term ‘school of allied health’
means a program in a school of allied health
(as defined in section 701(10)) which leads
to & masters’ degree or a doctoral degree."”.
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(h) Joint PAYMENT.—Section T31(aN2) (42
U.S.C. 294d) is amended by striking out
“and” at the end of subparagraph (F), by re-
designating subparagraph (G) as subpara-
graph (H), and by inserting after subpara-
graph (F') the following:

“(G) provides that the loan shall be made
payable jointly to the borrower and the eli-
gible institution in which the borrower is
enrolled; and”.

SEC. 25. HEALTH PROFESSIONS STUDENT LOAN
PROGRAM.

(a) LOAN AGREEMENTS.—

(1) Section T40(a) (42 U.S.C. 294m(a)) is
amended—

(A) by striking out “or veterinary medi-
cine” and inserting in lieu thereof ‘“veteri-
nary medicine, public health, or chiroprac-
tic'"; and

(B) by inserting before the period “and
with any public or other nonprofit school
which is located in a State and which offers
an accredited graduate program in clinical
psychology”.

(2) Section T40(bX4)
294m(b)(4)) is amended—

(A) by inserting “doctor of pharmacy or
an equivalent degree,” before “doctor of po-
diatry";

(B) by striking out “or" before “doctor of
veterinary medicine”; and

(C) by inserting a comma and “or doctor
of chiropractic or an equivalent degree, a
graduate degree in public health or an
equivalent degree, or a doctoral degree in
clinical psychology or an equivalent degree”
before the semicolon.

(b) LoAN PROVISIONS.—

(1) Section T41(b) (42 U.S.C. 284n(b)) is
amended—

(A) by inserting “doctor of pharmacy or
an equivalent degree,” before “doctor of pe-
diatry”;

(B) by striking out “or" before “doctor of
veterinary medicine”; and

(C) by inserting a comma and “or doctor
of chiropractic or an equivalent degree, a
graduate degree in public health or an
equivalent degree, or a doctoral degree in
clinical psychology or an equivalent degree”
before the period.

(2) BSection T4L(IN1IXA) (42 TUS.C.
294n(f)(1)(A)) is amended by striking out
“or doctor of podiatry or an equivalent
degree” and inserting in lieu thereof “doctor
of pharmacy or an equivalent degree, doctor
of podiatry or an equivalent degree, or
doctor of chiropractic or an equivalent
degree, a graduate degree in public health,
or a doctoral degree in clinical psychology”.

(c) CHIROPRACTIC ScHOOLS.—Section 742(a)
(42 U.S.C. 2940(a)) is amended by adding at
the end thereof the following: “Of the
amount appropriated under this subsection
for any fiscal year, not more than 4 percent
of such amount may be made available for
Federal capital contributions for student
loan funds at schools of chiropractic.".

(d) DerFiNiTION.—Subpart II of part C of
title VII is amended by adding at the end
thereof the following new section:

“DEFINITION

“Sec. T45. For purposes of this subpart,
the term ‘school of pharmacy’ means a
public or nonprofit private school in a State
which provides training leading to a degree
of bachelor of science in pharmacy or an
equivalent degree or a degree of doctor of
pharmacy or an equivalent degree and
which is accredited in the manner described
in section 701(5).”.

(e) DISADVANTAGED BACKGROUNDS.—Section
T40(b) (42 U.S.C. 294m(b)) is amended by
adding after paragraph (8) the following:

(42 ©U.s.C.
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“With respect to fiscal years beginning after
the fiscal year ending September 30, 1985,
each agreement shall provide that at least
one-half of the Federal contribution in such
fiscal years to the student loan fund of the
school shall be used to make loans to indi-
viduals from disadvantaged backgrounds as
determined in accordance with criteria in
effect on September 30, 1984, which were
%gsfrlbed by the Secretary under section

(f) DrarFT REGISTRATION.—Section 741(b)
(42 U.S.C. 294n(b)) (as amended by this sec-
tion) is further amended by inserting “(1)"
after “student” and by inserting before the
period a comma and the following: “and (2)
who if required under section 3 of the Mili-
tary Selective Service Act to present himself
for and submit to registration under such
section, has presented himself and submit-
ted to registration under such section".

(g) PAYMENTS.—

(1) Section T41l(c) (42 U.S.C. 294n(c)) is
amended to read as follows:

“(e) Such loans shall be repayable in equal
or graduated periodic installments (with the
right of the borrower to accelerate repay-
ment) over the ten-year period which begins
one year after the student ceases to pursue
a full-time course of study at a school of
medicine, osteopathy, dentistry, pharmacy,
podiatry, optometry, veterinary medicine,
public health, or chiropractic, or in a gradu-
ate program in clinical psychology, exclud-
ing from such ten-year period—

*“(1) all periods—

“(A) not in excess of three years of active
duty performed by the borrower as a
member of & uniformed service;

“(B) not in excess of three years during
which the borrower serves as a volunteer
under the Peace Corps Act; and

“(C) during which the borrower partici-
pates in advanced professional training, in-
cluding internships and residencies; and

“(2) a period—

“(A) not in excess of two years during
which a borrower who is a full-time student
in such a school or program leaves the
school or program, with the intent to return
to such school or program as a full-time stu-
dent, in order to engage in a full-time educa-
tional activity which is directly related to
the health profession for which the individ-
ual is preparing, as determined by the Sec-
retary; or

“(B) not in excess of two years during
which a borrower who is a graduate of such
a school or program is a participant in a fel-
lowship training program or a full-time edu-
cational activity which—

“(1) is directly related to the health pro-
fession for which such borrower prepared at
such school or program, as determined by
the Secretary; and

“(i1) may be engaged in by the borrower
during such a two-year period which begins
within twelve months after the completion
of the borrower’s participation in advanced
professional training described in paragraph
(1XC) or prior to the completion of such
borrower’s participation in such

(2) The provisions of section T41(cX2XA)
of the Public Health Service Act (as added
by the amendment made by paragraph (1)
of this subsection) shall apply to—

(A) any individual who received a loan
under subpart II of part C of title VII of the
Public Health Service Act and to whom the
provisions of such section (if such provisions
had been in effect) would have applied be-
tween June 17, 1982, and July 7, 1983; and

(B) any individual who, after the effective
date of this Act, is a full-time student in a
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school or program referred to in such sec-
tion and who (prior to, on, or after the ef-
fective date of this Act), received a loan
under such subpart to assist such student in
their studies in such school or program.

(3) The provisions of section T41l(cX2XB)
of the Public Health Service Act (as added
by the amendment made by paragraph (1)
of this subsection) shall apply to any loan
made under subpart IT of part C of title VII
oAf such Act after the effective date of this

ct.

(4) Within 90 days after the effective date
of this Act, the Secretary of Health and
Human Services shall promulgate regula-
tions to carry out section T41(cX2) of the
Public Health Service Act (as added by the
amendment made by paragraph (1) of this
subsection) with respect to any loan made
under subpart II of part C of title VII of
such Act on or after the effective date of
this Act. Such regulations shall—

(A) with respect to the provisions of sub-
paragraph (A) of such section—

(1) prescribe criteria for the determination
of the types of full-time educational activi-
ties which will be permitted under such sub-
paragraph;

(ii) require the school or program in
which the borrower was enrolled as a full-
time student to determine, prior to the bor-
rower's leaving such school or program,
whether an educational activity in which
the student proposes to engage qualifies for
purposes of such subparagraph and such
regulations; and

(B) with respect to the provisions of sub-
paragraph (B) of such section—

(i) prescribe criteria for the determination
of the types of fellowship training programs
and full-time educational activities which
will be permitted under such subparagraph;
and

(ii) establish procedures for a borrower to
apply to the Secretary for a determination
concerning whether a particular fellowship
training program or full-time educational
activity will be permitted under such sub-
paragraph.

(h) CHARGES.—

(1) Section 741(1) (42 U.S.C. 294n()) is
amended to read as follows:

“(1) Subject to regulations of the Secre-
tary, a school may assess a charge with re-
spect to loans made under this subpart to
cover the costs of insuring against cancella-
tion of liability under subsection (d).”.

(2) Section T41(j) (42 U.S.C. 294n(j)) is
amended—

(A) by inserting “and in accordance with
this section' after “Secretary” in the first
sentence;

(B) by striking out “may"” in such sen-
tence and inserting in lieu therof “shall”;
and

(C) by striking out the second sentence
and inserting in lieu thereof the following:
“No such charge may be made if the pay-
ment of such installment or the filing of
such evidence is made within 60 days after
the date on which such installment or filing
is due, The amount of any such charge may
not exceed an amount equal to 6 percent of
the amount of such installment.”.

(i) CoLLEcTIONS.—Section 741 (42 U.S.C.
294n) is amended by adding at the end
thereof the following new subsection:

“(m) The Secretary is authorized to at-
tempt to collect any loan which was made
under this subpart, which is in default, and
which was referred to the Secretary by a
school with which the Secretary has an
agreement under this subpart, on behalf of
that school under such terms and conditions
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as the Secretary may prescribe (including
reimbursement from the school’'s student
loan fund for expenses the Secretary may
reasonably incur in attempting collection),
but only if the school has complied with
such requirements as the Secretary may
specify by regulation with respect to the
collection of loans under this subpart. A
loan so referred shall be treated as a debt
subject to section 5514 of title 5, United
States Code. Amounts collected shall be de-
posited in the school’s student loan fund.
Whenever the Secretary desires the institu-
tion of a civil action regarding any such
loan, the Secretary shall refer the matter to
the Attorney General for appropriate
action.”.

(j) RETurRNED FunDs.—Section T742(b) (42
U.S.C. 2940(b)) is amended by adding at the
end thereof the following new paragraph:

“(5) Any funds from a student loan fund
established under this subpart which are re-
turned to the Secretary in any fiscal year
shall be available for allotment under this
subpart, in such fiscal year and the fiscal
year succeeding such fiscal year, to schools
which, during the period beginning on July
1, 1972, and ending on September 30, 1984,
established student loan funds with Federal
capital contributions under this subpart.”.

(k) STuDENT LOAN INFORMATION; APPEAL
ProcEDURES.—Subpart II of part C of title
VII (as amended by this section) is further
amended—

(1) by redesignating section 745 (as added
by subsection (d) of this section) as section
747; and

(2) by inserting after section 744 (42
U.S.C. 294q) the following new sections:

“STUDENT LOAN INFORMATION BY
INSTITUTIONS

“Sec. T45. (a) With respect to loans made
by a school under this subpart after June
30, 1986, each school, in order to carry out
the provisions of sections 740 and 741, shall,
at any time such school makes such a loan
to a student under this subpart, provide
thorough and adequate loan information on
loans made under this subpart to the stu-
dent. The loan information required to be
provided to the student by this subsection
shall include—

“(1) the yearly and cumulative maximum
amounts that may be borrowed by the stu-
dent;

“(2) the terms under which repayment of
the loan will begin;

“(3) the maximum number of years in
which the loan must be repaid;

“(4) the interest rate that will be paid by
the borrower and the minimum amount of
the required monthly payment;

“(5) the amount of any other fees charged
to the borrower by the lender;

“(6) any options the borrower may have
for deferral, cancellation, prepayment, con-
solidation, or other refinancing of the loan;

“(T) a definition of default on the loan
and a specification of the consequences
which will result to the borrower if the bor-
rower defaults, including a description of
any arrangements which may be made with
credit bureau organizations;

“(8) to the extent practicable, the effect
of accepting the loan on the eligibility of
the borrower for other forms of student as-
sistance; and

“(9) a description of the actions that may
be taken by the Federal Government to col-
lect the loan, including a description of the
type of information concerning the borrow-
er that the Federal Government may dis-
close to officers, employees, or agents of the
Department of Health and Human Services,
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officers, employees, or agents of schools
with which the Secretary has an agreement
under this subpart, or any other person in-
volved in the collection of a loan under this
subpart.

“{b) Each school shall, immediately prior
to the graduation from such school of a stu-
dent who received a loan under this subpart
after June 30, 1986, provide such student
with a statement specifying—

“(1) each amount borrowed by the student
under this subpart;

“(2) the total amount borrowed by the
student under this subpart; and

“(3) a schedule for the repayment of the
amounts borrowed under this subpart, in-
cluding the number, amount, and frequency
of payments to be made.

“PROCEDURES FOR APPEAL OF TERMINATIONS

“Sec. T46. In any case in which the Secre-
tary intends to terminate an agreement
with a school under this subpart, the Secre-
tary shall provide the school with a written
notice specifying such intention and stating
that the school may request a formal hear-
ing with respect to such termination. If the
school requests such a hearing within 30
days after the receipt of such notice, the
Secretary shall provide such school with a
hearing conducted by an administrative law
judge.”.

SEC. 26. SCHOLARSHIPS FOR FIRST-YEAR STU-
DENTS OF EXCEPTIONAL FINANCIAL
NEED.

(a) REvVISION OF SCHOLARSHIP,.—Section
758(b) (42 U.S.C. 294z) is amended by redes-
ignating paragraph (3) as paragraph (6) and
by striking out paragraph (2) and inserting
in lieu thereof the following:

“(2) A scholarship provided to a student
for a school year under a grant under sub-
section (a) shall consist of —

“(A) payment to, or (in accordance with
paragraph (4)) on behalf of, the student of
the amount (except as provided in section
T10) of—

“(1) the tuition of the student in such
school year; and

“(ii) all other reasonable educational ex-
penses, including fees, books, and laboratory
expenses, incurred by the student in such
school year; and

“(B) payment to the student of a stipend
of $400 per month (adjusted in accordance
with paragraph (5)) for each of the 12 con-
secutive months beginning with the first
month of such school year.

“(3) Notwithstanding paragraph (2), the
total scholarship award to a student for
each year shall not exceed the cost of at-
tendance for that year at the educational
institution attended by the student (as de-
termined by such educational institution).

‘“(4) The Secretary may contract with an
educational institution in which is enrolled
a student who has received a scholarship
with a grant under subsection (a) for the
payment to the educational institution of
the amounts of tuition and other reasonable
educational expenses described in para-
graph (2XA). Payment to such an educa-
tional institution may be made without
regard to section 3324 of title 31, United
States Code.

“(5) The amount of the monthly stipend,
specified in paragraph (2XB) and as previ-
ously adjusted (if at all) in accordance with
this paragraph, shall be increased by the
Secretary for each school year by an
amount (rounded to the next highest multi-
ple of $1) equal to the amount of such sti-
pend multiplied by the overall percentage
(as set forth in the report transmitted to
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the Congress under section 5305 of title 5,
United States Code) of the adjustment (if
such adjustment is an increase) in the rates
of pay under the General Schedule made ef-
fective in the fiscal year in which such
school year ends.”.

(b) CoNFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section
33BA(gX1) (42 U.S.C. 2541(g)(1)) is amended
by striking out “‘or under section 758 (relat-
ing to scholarships for first-year students of
exceptional financial need),”.

SEC. 27. CAPITATION GRANTS FOR SCHOOLS OF
PUBLIC HEALTH.

(a) CAPITATION GRANT.—

(1) Section 770 (42 U.S.C. 295f) is amended
to read as follows:

““CAPITATION GRANTS FOR SCHOOLS OF PUBLIC

HEALTH

“Sec. T70. (a)(1) The Secretary shall make
annual grants to schools of public health
for the support of the education programs
of such schools. The amount of the annual
grant to each such school with an approved
application shall be computed for each
fiscal year in accordance with paragraphs
(2) and (3).

“(2) Each school of public health shall re-
ceive for fiscal year 1986, and for each of
the next two fiscal years, an amount equal
to the product of—

“(A) $1,400, and

“(B) the sum of (i) the number of full-
time students enrolled in degree programs
in such school in the school year beginning
in such fiscal year, and (ii) the number of
full-time equivalents of part-time students
enrolled in degree programs in such school,
determined pursuant to paragraph (3), for
such school for such school year.

**(3) For purposes of paragraph (2), the
number of full-time equivalents of part-time
students for a school of public health for
any school year is a number equal to—

“(A) the total number of credit hours of
instruction in such year for which part-time
students of such school, who are pursuing a
course of study leading to a graduate degree
in public health or an equivalent degree,
have enrolled, divided by

“(B) the greater of (i) the number of
credit hours of instruction which a full-time
student of such school was required to take
in such year, or (ii) 9,

rounded to the next highest whole number.

“(b) Notwithstanding subsection (a), if the
aggregate of the amounts of the grants to
be made in accordance with such subsection
for any fiscal year to schools of public
health with approved applications exceeds
the total of the amounts appropriated for
such grants for such schools under subsec-
tion (e), the amount of a school's grant shall
for such fiscal year be an amount which
bears the same ratio to the amount deter-
mined for the school under subsection (a) as
the total of the amounts appropriated for
that year under subsection (e) for grants to
schools of public health bears to the
amount required to make grants in accord-
ance with subsection (a) to each of the
schools of public health with approved ap-
plications.

“{c)(1) For purposes of this section, regu-
lations of the Secretary shall include provi-
sions relating to the determination of the
number of students enrolled in a school or
in a particular year-class in a school on the
basis of estimates, on the basis of the
number of students who in an earlier year
were enrolled in a school or in a particular
year-class, or on such other basis as the Sec-
retary deems appropriate for making such
determination, and shall include methods of
making such determination when a school
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or a year-class was not in existence in an
earlier year at a school.

“(2) For purposes of this section, the term
‘full-time students’ (whether such term is
used by itself or in connection with a par-
ticular year-class) means students pursuing
a full-time course of study leading to a grad-
uate degree in public health or equivalent
degree.

“(d) In the case of a new school of public
health which applies for a grant under this
section in the fiscal year preceding the
fiscal year in which it will admit its first
class, the enrollment for purposes of subsec-
tion (a) shall be the number of full-time stu-
dents which the Secretary determines, on
the basis of assurances provided by the
school, will be enrolled in the school, in the
fiscal year after the fiscal year in which the
grant is made.

“(e) For payments under this section,
there are authorized to be appropriated
$5,000,000 for fiscal year 1986, $5,250,000 for
fiscal year 1987, and $5,500,000 for fiscal
year 1988.".

(2) Section T3l(aX1)AXii) (42 US.C.
204d(a)(1)(AXi1)) is amended by striking out
“(as defined in section T70(cX2))” and in-
serting in lieu thereof “(as defined in sec-
tion 7T70(cX2) (as such section was in effect
on September 30, 1985))".

(b) Ericreinity.—Section T71 (42 U.S.C.
2951-1) is amended to read as follows:

“ELIGIBILITY FOR CAPITATION GRANTS

“Sec. T71. (a)X1) The Secretary shall not
make a grant under section 770 to any
school of public health in a fiscal year be-
ginning after September 30, 1985, unless the
application for the grant contains, or is sup-
ported by, assurances satisfactory to the
Secretary that—

“(A) the enrollment of full-time equiva-
lent students enrolled in degree programs in
the school in the school year beginning in
the fiscal year in which the grant applied
for is to be made will not be less than the
enrollment of such students in degree pro-
grams in the school in the school year be-
ginning in fiscal year 1983; and

“(B) the applicant will expend in carrying
out its functions as a school of public health
during the fiscal year for which such grant
is sought, an amount of funds (other than
funds for construction as determined by the
Secretary) from non-Federal sources which
is at least as great as the amount of funds
expended by such applicant for such pur-
pose (excluding expenditures of a nonrecur-
ring nature) in the fiscal year preceding the
fiscal year for which such grant is sought.

“(2) For purposes of subsection (a)(1)(A),
the number of full-time equivalent students
enrolled in a degree program in a school, in
a school year, is equal to the sum calculated
under section T70(a)(2XB) for that school
year.

“(b) The Secretary may waive (in whole or
in part) application to a school of public
health of the requirement of subsection
(aX1)A) if the Secretary determines, after
receiving the written recommendation of
the appropriate accreditation body or bodies
(approved for such purpose by the Commis-
sioner of Education) that compliance by
such school with such requirement will pre-
vent it from maintaining its accreditation.”.

(¢) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS,

(1) Section T72(b) (42 U.8. C 295!—2(!))) is
amended—

(A) by striking out “or subsection (a) or
(b) of section 788";

(B) by striking out “of medicine, osteopa-
thy, dentistry, public health, veterinary
medicine, optometry, pharmacy, or podia-
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try,” and inserting in lieu thereof “public
health,";

(C) by striking out ""Secretary” each place
it appears and inserting in lieu thereof “Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services”;

(D) by striking out “Commissioner of Edu-
cation” and inserting in lieu thereof “Secre-
tary of Education”; and

(E) by striking out “Commissioner” each
place it appears and inserting in lieu thereof
“Secretary of Education”.

(2) The section heading for section T72 (42
U.S.C. 2951-2) is amended to read as follows:

“APPLICATIONS FOR CAPITATION GRANTS"

(3) The heading for part E of title VII is
amended to read as follows:

“PART E—GRANTS To IMPROVE THE QUALITY
oF ScHooLs oF PusLIic HEALTH".

SEC. 28. DEPARTMENT OF FAMILY MEDICINE.

Section 780 (42 U.8.C. 205g) is amended by
redesignating subsection (c) as subsection
(d) and by inserting after subsection (b) the
following:

“(e) In making grants under subsection
(a), the Secretary shall give priority to ap-
plicants that demonstrate to the satisfac-
tion of the Secretary a commitment to
family medicine in their medical education
training programs.”.

SEC. 29. AREA HEALTH EDUCATION CENTERS.

(a) GENERAL AUTHORITY.—Section
T81(a)X2) (42 U.S.C. 295g-1 (aX2)) is amend-
ed by redesignating subparagraphs (A), (B),
and (C) as clauses (i), (ii), and (i), respec-
tively and by striking out all that precedes
clause (i) (as so redesignated) and inserting
in lieu thereof the following:

“(2XA) The Secretary shall enter into con-
tracts with schools of medicine and osteopa-
thy—

“(i) which have previously received Feder-
al financial assistance for an area health
education center program under section 8§02
of the Health Professionals Educational As-
sistance Act of 1976 in fiscal year 1979 or
under paragraph (1), or

“(ii) which are receiving assistance under
paragraph (1),
to carry out projects described in subpara-
graph (B) through area health education
centers for which Federal financial assist-
ance was provided under paragraph (1) and
which are no longer e!igible to receive such
assistance.

“(B) Projects for which assistance may be
provided under subparagraph (A) are—".

(b) CoNTRACT AUTHORITY.—The last sen-
tence of section 781(g) (42 U.S.C. 295g-1(g))
is amended by striking out “may” and in-
sertl.ns in lieu thereof “shall”.

(c) OTHER HEALTH PERSONNEL.—Section
781(d)(2XF) is amended to read as follows:

“(F) conduct interdisciplinary training
and practice involving physicians and other
health personnel including, where practica-
ble, physician assistants and nurse practi-
tioners;”.

SEC. 30, GENERAL INTERNAL MEDICINE AND GEN-
ERAL PEDIATRICS.

Section 784 (42 U.S.C. 295g-4) is amended
by redesignating subsection (b) as subsec-
tion (c) and by inserting after subsection (a)
the following new subsection:

“(b) In making grants and entering into
contracts under subsection (a), the Secre-
tary shall give priority to applicants that
demonstrate to the satisfaction of the Sec-
retary a commitment to general internal
medicine and general pediatrics in their
medical education training programs.”.
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SEC. 31. FAMILY MEDICINE AND GENERAL DEN-
TISTRY.

(2) GRADUATE PROGRAMS.—

(1) Section 786(b) (42 U.S.C. 295g-6(b)) is
amended—

(A) by inserting “or an approved advanced
educational program in the general practice
of dentistry"” before the semicolon in para-
graph (1); and

(B) by striking out “residents” in para-
graph (2) and inserting in lieu thereof “par-
ticipants”.

(2) Section T86(c) (42 U.S.C. 295-g(c)) is
amended by inserting before the period in
the second sentence a comma and “and
shall obligate not less than 7.5 percent of
such amounts in each fiscal year for grants
under subsection (b)".

(b) PrioriTY.—Section 786 (42 U.S.C.
295g-6) is amended by redesignating subsec-
tion (¢) (as amended by this Act) as subsec-
tion (d) and by inserting after subsection (b)
the following new subsection:

“(e) In making grants under subsection
(a), the Secretary shall give priority to ap-
plicants that demonstrate to the satisfac-
tion of the Secretary a commitment to
family medicine in their medical education
training programs.”.

SEC. 32. EDUCATION ASSISTANCE TO INDIVIDUALS
FROM DISADVANTAGED BACK-
GROUNDS.

(a) ProgrAM REvVISION.—Section T787(a)(1)
(42 U.S.C. 295g-T(a)(1) is amended—

(1) by inserting ‘chiropractic,”
“allied health,”; and

(2) by inserting after “podiatry” a comma
and “public and nonprofit private schools
which offer graduate programs in clinical
psychology,”.

(b) DerFINITION.—Section T787(a)2) (42
U.8.C. 295g-T(a)(2)) is amended by inserting
after subparagraph (E) the following: “The
term ‘regular course of education of such a
school’ as used in subparagraph (D) includes
a graduate program in clinical psychology.”.
SEC. 33. SPECIAL PROJECTS.

(a) Two-YEAR SCHOOLS.—

(1) Section T88(aX1) (42 U.S.C. 295g-
8(a)(1)) is amended to read as follows:

“(a)1) The Secretary may make grants to
maintain and improve schools which pro-
vide the first or last two years of education
leading to the degree of doctor of medicine
or osteopathy. Grants provided under this
paragraph to schools which were in exist-
ence on September 30, 1984, may be used for
construction and the purchase of equip-
ment."”.

(2) Paragraph (2) of section 788(a) (42
U.S.C. 295g-8(a)) is repealed and paragraph
(3) of such section is redesignated as para-
graph (2).

(3) Section 788(a)2) (as so redesignated)
is amended by inserting “or last” after “the
first”, by inserting “or osteopathy” after
“medicine” and by inserting “or be operated
jointly with a school that is accredited by”
after “accredited by”.

(b) SpeciAL ProJECTS.—Section T88(b) (42
U.S.C. 295g-8)(b)) is amended to read as fol-
lows:

“(bX1) The Secretary may make grants to
and enter into contracts with any health
profession, allied health profession, or nurse
training institution, or any other public or
nonprofit private entity for projects in areas
such as—

1"(A1 health promotion and disease preven-
tion;

“(B) curriculum development and training
in health policy and policy analysis, includ-
ing curriculum development and training in
areas such as—

after
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“(i) the organization, delivery, and financ-
ing of health care;

*(ii) the determinants of health and the
role of medicine in health; and

“(iii) the promotion of economy in health
professions teaching, health care practice,
and health care systems management;

“(C) curriculum development in clinical
nutrition;

“(D) the development of initiatives for as-
suring the competence of health profession-
als; and

“(E) curriculum and program development
and training in applying the social and be-
haviorial sciences to the study of health and
health care delivery issues.

“(2MA) Of the amounts available for
grants and contracts under this subsection
from amounts appropriated under subsec-
tion (g)(1), at least 75 percent shall be obli-
gated for grants to and contracts with
health professions institutions, allied health
institutions, and nurse training institutions.

“(B) Any application for a grant or con-
tract to institutions described in subpara-
graph (A) shall be subject to appropriate
peer review by peer review groups composed
principally of non-Federal experts.

“(C) The Secretary may not approve an
application for a grant or contract to an in-
stitution described in subparagraph (A)
unless the Secretary has received recom-
mendations with respect to such application
from the appropriate peer review group re-
quired under subparagraph (B) and from
the National Advisory Council on Health
Professions Education.

“(3) Of the amounts available for grants
and contracts under this subsection from
amounts appropriated under subsection
(gX1), not more than 25 percent shall be ob-
ligated for grants to and contracts with
public and nonprofit entities which are not
health professions institutions, allied health
institutions, or nurse training institutions.".

(c) TecHNICAL AMENDMENTS.—Section
788(d) (42 U.8.C. 295g-8(d)) is amended—

(1) by redesignating paragraphs (1) and
;2) as subparagraphs (A) and (B), respective-
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(2) by inserting “(1)” before “The"”;

(3) by striking out “with schools of medi-
cine or osteopathy or other appropriate
public or nonprofit private entities to assist
in meeting the costs of such schools or enti-
ties” and inserting in lieu thereof “with ac-
credited health professions schools referred
to in section 701(4) or 701(10) to assist in
meeting the costs of such schools";

(4) by amending subparagraph (A) (as re-
designated by paragraph (1) of this subsec-
tion) to read as follows:

“(A) improve the training of health pro-
fessionals in geriatrics, develop and dissemi-
nate curriculum relating to the treatment of
the health problems of the elderly, expand
and strengthen instruction in such treat-
ment, support the training and retraining of
faculty to provide such instruction, and sup-
port continuing education of health profes-
sionals in such treatment; and”; and

(5) by adding at the end thereof the fol-
lowing new paragraph:

“(2XA) Any application for a grant or con-
tract under this subsection shall be subject
to appropriate peer review by peer review
groups composed principally of non-Federal
experts.

“(B) The Secretary may not approve an
application for a grant or contract under
this subsection unless the Secretary has re-
ceived recommendations with respect to
such application from the appropriate peer
review group required under subparagraph
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(A) and from the National Advisory Council
on Health Professions Education.”.

(d) Section 788 (42 U.S.C. 295g-8) is
amended by redesignating subsection (f) as
subsection (g) and by inserting after subsec-
tion (e) the following:

“(f) The Secretary may make grants to
schools of veterinary medicine for (1) the
development of curriculum for training in
the care of animals used in research, the
treatment of animals while being used in re-
search, and the development of alternatives
to the use of in research, (2) the
provision of such training, and (3) large
animal care and research.”.

(e) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The head-
ing for section 788 (42 U.S.C. 295g-8) is
amended to read as follows:

“TWO-YEAR SCHOOLS OF MEDICINE, INTERDISCI-
PLINARY TRAINING, AND CURRICULUM DEVEL-
OPMENT".

SEC. 34. ADVANCED FINANCIAL DISTRESS ASSIST-

ANCE.

Subsections (b)(1) and (f) of section 7T88B
(42 U.S.C. 295g-8b) are each amended by
striking out *“five” and inserting in lieu
thereof “six".

SEC. 35. GRADUATE PROGRAMS IN HEALTH ADMIN-
ISTRATION.

Section TL(e )N 2)AXD) (42 U.s.C.
205h(c)(2)AX1)) is amended by inserting
before the semicolon a comma and “except
that in any case in which the number of mi-
nority students enrolled in the graduate
educational programs of such entity in such
school year exceeds an amount equal to 45
percent of the number of all students en-
rolled in such programs in such school year,
such application shall only be required to
contain assurances that at least 20 individ-
uals will complete such programs in such
school year”.

SEC. 36. PROGRAM ELIMINATIONS.

(a) Section 703 (42 U.S.C. 292¢c) is re-
pealed.

(b) Part D of title VII is repealed.

(c) Section 782 (42 U.S.C. 295g-2) is re-
pealed.

(d) Section 785 (42 U.S.C. 285g-5) is re-
pealed.

(e)1) Section T8BA (42 U.S.C. 295g-8a) is
repealed.

(2) The second sentence of section 788B(a)
(42 U.S.C. 295g-8b(a)) is amended by insert-
ing “(as such section was in effect before
October 1, 1985)" after “section 788A".

(3) Section 788B(f) (42 U.S.C. 295g-8b(f))
is amended by striking out the last sentence.

(4) Section 788B(h) (42 U.S.C. 295g-8b(h))
is amended—

(A) by striking out “and section T88A" in
the first sentence; and

(B) by striking out the second sentence.

(f) Section TB89 (42 U.S.C. 295g-9) is re-
pealed.

PART C—GENERAL PROVISIONS
SEC. 37. ANALYSIS OF FINANCIAL DISINCENTIVE
TO CAREER CHOICES IN HEALTH PRO-
FESSIONS.

The Secretary of Health and Human Serv-
ices shall include in the report required to
be submitted on October 1, 1987, pursuant
to section T0B8(dX2) of the Public Health
Service Act—

(1) an analysis of any financial disincen-
tive to graduates of health professions
schools which affects the specialty of prac-
tice chosen by such graduates or the deci-
sion of such graduates to practice their pro-
fession in an area which lacks an adequate
number of health care professionals; and
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(2) recommendations for legislation and
administrative action to correct any disin-
centives which are identified pursuant to
clause (1) and which are contrary to the
achievement of national health goals, in-
cluding recommendations concerning the
appropriateness of providing financial as-
sistance to mitigate such disincentives.

SEC. 38. STUDY ON COMPLIANCE WITH SELECTIVE
SERVICE ACT.

The Secretary of Health and Human Serv-
ices, in cooperation with the Director of Se-
lective Service, shall conduct a study to de-
termine if health professions schools are en-
gaged in a pattern or practice of failure to
comply with section 12(f) of the Military Se-
lective Service Act (50 U.S.C. App. 462(1))
(or regulations issued under such section) or
are engaged in a pattern or practice of pro-
viding loans or work assistance to persons
who are required to register under section 3
of such Act (and any proclamation of the
President and regulations prescribed under
that section) and have not so registered.
The Secretary shall complete the study and
report its results to the Congress not later
than one year after the effective date of
this Act.

SEC. 39. STUDY OF THE DELIVERY OF HEALTH
CARE SERVICES TO HOMELESS INDI-
VIDUALS.

(a) Stupy.—The Secretary of Health and
Human Services (hereinafter in this section
referred to as the “Secretary”) shall ar-
range, in accordance with subsection (b), for
the conduct of a study of the delivery of in-
patient and outpatient health care services
to homeless individuals. Such study shall in-
clude an evaluation of whether eligibility re-
quirements in existing health care programs
prevent homeless individuals from receiving
health care services; an evaluation of the ef-
ficiency of the delivery of health care serv-
ices to homeless individuals; and recommen-
dations for activities by Federal, State, and
local governments and private entities that
would improve the availability of health
care service delivery to homeless individuals.
The Secretary shall report the results of the
study to the Committee on Labor and
Human Resources of the Senate and the
Committee on Energy and Commerce of the
House of Representatives not later than
September 30, 1986.

(b) ARRANGEMENTS,—

(1) The Secretary shall request the Na-
tional Academy of Sciences (hereinafter re-
ferred to as the “Academy”), acting through
the Institute of Medicine, to conduct the
study required by subsection (a) under an
arrangement whereby the actual expenses
incurred by the Academy directly related to
the conduct of such study will be paid by
the Secretary. If the Academy agrees to
such request, the Secretary shall enter into
such an agreement with the Academy.

(2) If the Academy declines the Secre-
tary's request to conduct such study under
such arrangement, then the Secretary, after
consultation with the Committee on Labor
and Human Resources of the Senate and
the Committee on Energy and Commerce of
the House of Representatives, shall enter
into a similar arrangement with another ap-
propriate public or nonprofit entity to con-
duct such study.

PART D—EFFECTIVE DATE
SEC. 40. EFFECTIVE DATE.

This Act and the amendments made by
this Act (other than the section 746 added
to the Public Health Service Act by section
25 of this Act and the amendment made by
?e%tion 2(1)) shall take effect October 1,

985.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, a second is not re-
quired on this motion.

The gentleman from California [Mr.
Waxman] will be recognized for 20
minutes and the gentleman from Illi-
nois [Mr. Mapican] will be recognized
for 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from California [Mr. WaxMan].

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, I vield
myself such time as I may consume.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent that all Members may have 5 leg-
islative days in which to revise and
extend their remarks on H.R. 2410,
the bill presently being considered.

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

Their was no objection.

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to present H.R. 2410, the
Health Professions Educational Assist-
ance Amendments of 1985, to the
House. This bill reauthorizes the
health professions training provisions
in title VII of the Public Health Serv-
ice Act. I am delighted that my distin-
guished colleague, the ranking minori-
ty member of the Subcommittee on
Health and the Environment, Mr.
MADIGAN, is cosponsoring this bill.

This bill should never have been
necessary. Last year, the Congress

passed a bill with similar provisions by
an overwhelming, bipartisan vote. But

President Reagan pocket-vetoed that
legislation, giving the Congress no op-
portunity to override.

This year, the President has pro-
posed to eliminate the educational as-
sistance programs in title VII. The ad-
ministration’'s rationale for this dra-
matic proposal is that there is “a
steadily increasing supply of health
professionals and greatly improved
distribution of health care practition-
ers among medically underserved
areas of the country.”

That argument draws on the current
perception that there is or will soon be
a surplus of physicians. The
tration, however, ignores the actual
purpose of these programs:

The scholarships and subsidized
loans in title VII are targeted to finan-
cially disadvantaged students.

Support for specific programs is di-
rected to meet persistent national
shortages in primary care, public
health and other disciplines, not to
train more specialized doctors.

Even with an increase in the total
number of physicians, these national
needs would go unmet.

Termination or reduction of Federal
support for these programs will have
some disastrous consequences:

Health professional opportunities
will be restricted only to the children
of wealthy families.
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Past gains in minority enrollments
in the health professions, which al-
ready are being reversed, will be lost.

Efforts to meet national personnel
needs in primary care and public
health will be seriously damaged.

Faced with rising debts, medical stu-
dents will pursue more lucrative sub-
specialities.

The President’s pocket veto has also
created chaos among students who do
not know if they will have funds to
continue, or begin, their professional
studies this year. HEAL [Health Edu-
cation Assistance Loans] loans—which
are made with private, not Federal,
funds—are being suspended because
there is no authority for the Govern-
ment to continue re-insuring them.
The Health Professions Student Loan
[HPSL] revolving funds at schools will
have to be liquidated and returned to
the Treasury if that program is not re-
authorized.

We might also note with some irony
that the pocket veto also prevented
from taking effect numerous provi-
sions needed to reduce student loan
default rates and strengthen collection
procedures. These statutory changes
were later among those recommended
for the HEAL program by the inspec-
tor general of the Department of
Health and Human Services.

The funding levels in this bill are
quite modest. The total authorizations
for title VII are frozen at 1985 appro-
priations levels for fiscal year 1986.
After adjusting for inflation, fiscal
year 1985 appropriations were below
fiscal year 1980.

For fiscal year 1987 and fiscal year
1988, funding is permitted to increase
only at the level estimated by the
CBO as necessary to continue current
services. approximately 5 percent.

Authorizations in this bill are nearly
$40 million less than the levels for the
2 years (fiscal years 1986 and 1987T)
that were also in the vetoed bill. This
represents a reduction of over 12 per-
cent from the vetoed bill.

We cannot sacrifice such important
programs. They have enjoyed strong
bipartisan support in the past, and I
hope that this House will continue
that tradition.

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

Mr. Speaker, I rise and urge the sup-
port of my colleagues for H.R. 2410,
legislation reauthorizing the Health
Professions Educational Grant Pro-

contained in title VIII of the
Public Health Service Act. The health
professions authorities provide basical-
ly two kinds of assistance to schools of
medicine, dentistry, and the other
health professions: First, direct stu-
dent aid such as loans and scholar-
ships; and second, institutional sup-
port for faculty development, con-
struction, and educational resources.
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H.R. 2410 reauthorizes these cate-
gorical grant programs for 3 fiscal
years. The fiscal year 1986 authoriza-
tion level in the bill represents a
freeze of the 1985 appropriation of
$141 million. The authorization levels
increase by 5 percent in both fiscal
years 1987 and 1988. Both the House
and Senate fiscal year 1986 budget res-
olutions included funding for these
programs at the 1985 appropriation
level. H.R. 2410, as reported by the
Committee on Energy and Commerce,
conforms with this 1986 budget re-
quest.

In response to many of the recom-
mendations included in reports com-
pleted by the inspector general of the
Department of Health and Human
Services, several provisions were added
to this legislation to strengthen collec-
tion efforts and to stabilize the loan
insurance pool. These loan programs
do not represent Federal outlays, and
provide much needed assistance to stu-
dents in the health profession fields.

I urge my colleagues to join me in
supporting H.R. 2410, the reauthoriza-
tion of the health manpower pro-

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentle-
man from North Carolina [Mr. BrRoY-
HILL].
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Mr. BROYHILL. I thank the gentle-
man for yielding and want to urge my
colleagues to vote for this bill on the
same arguments we made with respect
to H.R. 2370, the bill just passed.

This bill is considerably under the
bill that was passed last year and was
vetoed by the President. It does repre-
sent a freeze on our current services
current appropriations.

The committee feels, and the minori-
ty joins with them, that these pro-
grams are important. The health pro-
fessionals’ education is still an impor-
tant priority of the Government, and
we should continue these programs for
the 3 years called for in this legisla-
tion.

Mr. MADIGAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Utah [Mr. N1eLson].

Mr. NIELSON of Utah. Mr. Speaker,
I would like to suggest that this is an-
other area where we have some oppo-
sition in the committee. This is a bill
which was vetoed last year by the
President.

Last year's bill was considerably
more than this one before us today.
This represents, in my view, a fairly
good compromise between a bill which
was, I thought, excessively priced last
year and zeroing the program out.

The President was unable to sell
that particular idea to either the
Senate or House Budget Committees.
As a result, I think he will not veto
this bill, because the numbers are
where they were last year, and I be-
lieve also this is another program we
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need to monitor very carefully because
in some instances we do have short-
ages of doctors still, and in some other
instances, we have too many doctors.

The medical schools tell me they do
need this program, they need to have
adequate time to consolidate and
phase out their programs, and to cut it
off abruptly as was proposed by the
President would have been impossible
to sustain.

Therefore, I do reluctantly support
the bill and I urge my colleagues to do
the same.

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

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, I have
no further requests for time. I just
take this minute to thank the mem-
bers of the subcommittee for their
contribution to this legislation and to
thank the staffs on both sides of the
aisle for their diligent work in prepar-
ing this bill before us today.
® Mr. BONER of Tennessee. Mr,
Speaker, I rise in support of H.R. 2410,
the Health Professions Educational
Assistance amendments. In particular,
I would like to thank Chairman
HeENrRY WaxmaN, ranking minority
member Epwarp Mapican, and the
members of the Energy and Commerce
Committee for including a provision to
require the Department of Health and
Human Services to conduct a study of
health delivery to homeless individ-
uals.

This provision is similar to an
amendment which I offered last year
during consideration of H.R. 5602 re-
quiring a study of the delivery of
health services to our Nation’s home-
less individuals. This amendment is an
outgrowth of my experience spending
2 days and 2 nights among the home-
less of Nashville and learning about
their problems.

One of the areas of much-needed as-
sistance which I learned of is the need
for adequate health care for the
homeless. At present, there are many
barriers for the homeless to proper
health care. One of the largest bar-
riers is the particular physical and
mental ills that affect homeless indi-
viduals. Specifically, we are dealing
with the consequences of trauma, both
major and petty; the problems of in-
festation with scabies and lice, and the
skin infections which ensue; the prob-
lems of vascular disease, cellulitus and
leg ulcers; plus all of the standard
medical disorders which affect many
Americans, including cardiac arrest, di-
abetes, hypertension, acute and chron-
ic pulmonary disease, and tuberculosis.
Many of these medical needs can only
be treated through constant medical
monitoring—a course of action that is
nearly impossible for the homeless. In
addition, many of the homeless are
mentally ill and are not currently
being served either on an inpatient or
outpatient basis.
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Some of the barriers for the home-
less involve strict eligibility require-
ments. Others involve clear financial
and insurance problems. As many in
our country have found, the first ques-
tion usually asked when being admit-
ted for any kind of medical treatment
is the patient’s ability to pay. This
problem is exacerbated when a home-
less individual not only has no finan-
cial means to pay for health services,
but also is unable to receive publicly
supported health services because of
residency requirements.

The medical needs of the homeless
population have been identified. What
has not been adequately evaluated is
the availability of health services. The
provision incorporated in H.R. 2410
would require the Secretary of Health
and Human Services to arrange with
the National Academy of Sciences a
study of the delivery of inpatient and
outpatient health care services to
homeless individuals. The results of
this study would be returned to the
Congress and include any legislative
recommendations necessary to assure
that the health needs of our Nation's
homeless individuals are met.

I commend the Energy and Com-
merce Committee members for includ-
ing this important provision. I look
forward to seeing it implemented so
that we can begin to provide much-
needed health care to this neglected
population of Americans.e@
® Mr. WALGREN. Mr. Speaker, I
hope the House will approve today
H.R. 2410, Health Professions Educa-
tional Assistance Act, which will con-
tinue several programs designed to ad-
dress the persistent geographic and
specialty maldistribution of medical
professionals in our country.

H.R. 2410, the Health Professions
Educational Assistance Amendments
of 1985, included provisions of particu-
lar interest to me that take a small
step toward addressing a large prob-
lem: The bill authorizes $2 million in
1986 and $3 million in 1987 and 1988 to
improve the training of physicians in
geriatrics. Funds would be targeted for
training faculty, developing courses,
and providing retraining.

In the year 2000, there will be 10
million more Americans over age 65
than today. The number of persons
over age 85 will more than double.
There will be 1 million more elderly
people with disabilities. The elderly
will make about 230 million visits to
physicians, up from 165 million in
1980, a jump of 40 percent. Short-term
hospital care will increase by 50 per-
cent. Residents of nursing homes will
increase by over a million, a 25 percent
increase.

Today, although 11 percent of the
population is elderly and the elderly
consume 30 percent of all health care
expenditures, only about 3 percent of




July 15, 1985

health training money is spent on
training to treat the elderly.

In recent years, medical schools have
increased their attention to geriatrics,
but most activities are still very
modest. Several reports have under-
lined the absence of trained faculty in
geriatrics. In a 1984 report, the Na-
tional Institute on Aging found that
on average, at each medical school, the
full-time faculty in geriatrics was 2.5
persons. Faculty members with special
preparation in aging range from 5 to
25 percent of the number required.

In terms of curriculum, NIA reportis
that the majority of courses offered in
geriatrics are electives and have very
few enrollees. In hearings before our
subcommittee, we heard that very few
medical schools have rotations in geri-
atrics and that most training is in
acute care—emergency cases in hospi-
tals—not long-term health problems of
aging

A Rand study has reported that we
will need between 7,000 and 10,000
geriatricians by 1990. Commenting on
this study, NIA observed, ‘“A substan-
tial increase in the education and
training of physicians in geriatries will
be necessary to approach even the
lowest of these estimates.” Sadly, NIA
cited a 1982 AMA survey of physicians
in which fewer than 700 reported
having a “primary interest” in geriat-
rics. “The number has increased only
slightly in recent years,” according to
NIA.

In addition to raw numbers there is
a sociological phenomenon that will
only make this growing gap worse. As
families continue to disperse and more
women enter the work force, more
older people will be living alone with
greater needs for nursing and other
support. In times past, when genera-
tions lived in the same communities
and families were larger, many elderly
could count on being cared for by
family members. That has become
more and more unlikely.

The elderly face problems of atti-
tude as well. Our subcommittee hear-
ings reveal that many doctors do not
like to deal with declining or dying pa-
tients. The elderly take more time and
require more patience, particularly if
they are disabled. Doctors may avoid
treating the elderly because many of
the ailments by their nature do not
improve. Many conditions are fatal; re-
versals of disability or disease are rare.
This is contrary to the physician’s
goal, to heal. It may be that medical
students—reflecting a larger societal
bias against the elderly—unconscious-
}y avoid training in treating the elder-
V.

Dr. John Roe, of the Beth Israel
Hospital in Boston, has written, “Just
as children are not merely young ver-
sions of adults, the elderly are not
simply old adults. They require special
approaches and an understanding of
the physiological, psychosociological,
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and pathlogic impacts of aging.” Medi-
cal education must face up to the
“graying of America.” I hope these
provisions will be an initial step in the
right direction, providing some leader-
ship for all health professions schools
to follow. The medical needs of the el-
derly will clearly put our national will
and our caring ethic to a fundamental
test we cannot fail.

It is unfortunate that President
Reagan vetoed this bill last year. I
hope we can win his support this time
in the interest of affordable, available
health care to all our citizens.e@

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
back the balance of my time.

The pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from California [Mr.
Waxman] that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill, HR. 2410, as
amended.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)
the rules were suspended and the bill,
as amended, was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R.
1617, NATIONAL BUREAU OF
STANDARDS AUTHORIZATION
ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR 1986

Mr. FUQUA. Mr. Speaker, I call up
the conference report on the bill (H.R.
1617) to authorize appropriations to
the Secretary of Commerce for the
programs of the National Bureau of
Standards for fiscal year 1986, and for
other purposes.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the conference report
is considered as having been read.

(For conference report and state-
ment, see proceedings of the House of
June 27, 1985.)

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
gentleman from Florida [Mr. Fuqual
will be recognized for 30 minutes and
the gentleman from New Mexico [Mr.
LuJan] will be recognized for 30 min-
utes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Florida [Mr. FuQual.

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

Mr. Speaker, I urge adoption of the
conference report on H.R. 1617, the
National Bureau of Standards Author-
ization Act of 1986. The conferees
have agreed to freeze the fiscal year
1986 authorization level for the Na-
tional Bureau of Standards at fiscal
yvear 1985 appropriations levels and
have accepted the House-passed posi-
tion for almost all dollar amounts con-
tained within the bill. The conference
report allots a 1986 authorization of
$124,485,000 for NBS which is exactly
at a freeze level. The National Techni-
cal Information Service [NTIS] and
the Office of Productivity Technology,
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and Innovation [OPTI] fiscal year
1986 authorizations, at $537,000 and
$2.7 million respectively, are very
slightly under a freeze level.

The conferees realize that the
unique contributions to public health
and safety of the Centers for Fire Re-
search and Building Technology, are
valued by many Members of Congress.
The conference report, therefore, will
continue these programs at freeze
levels. The conference report also pro-
vides the NBS Institute for Computer
Sciences and Technology with funding
of $9,657,000. This is slightly below
current levels. A total of $2 million is
earmarked for NBS steel programs.

The conference report fully author-
izes funds for NBS initiatives in ad-
vanced ceramics and process and qual-
ity control. Slightly less than half of
the requested funding is authorized
for the biotechnology initiative. Since
neither House provided funding for
the cold neutron source building, the
conference report does not provide it
either. The conferees feel, however,
that NBS is the logical place for such
a facility. Since the cold neutron
source will be installed in the NBS re-
actor shortly, the building should be
built with a minimum of delay. We
hope that the administration will pro-
pose the cold neutron source building
as part of the next supplemental ap-
propriations bill or as an addition to
next year's NBS budget, rather than
as a replacement for important, ongo-
ing programs that we, in the Congress,
have repeatedly voted to fund.

There are a number of other minor
differences between the House-passed
NBS authorization bill and the confer-
ence report. The conferees accepted
the $370,000 projected savings from
contracting out certain NBS mainte-
nance and support functions, adopted
by the other body, and accepted provi-
sions earmarking $50,000 for creation
and maintenance for data bases for
structural failures and giving NBS au-
thority to investigate such facilities.
Upon written assurance from the NBS
Director that $3 million will be spent
on robotics, the conferees dropped the
House-passed floor for robotics re-
search. They provided “such sums as
are necessary” for foreign currency for
NBS, but are not advocating a new ap-
propriation, since NBS has a $1 mil-
lion carryover for this program.

The conferees agreed to drop all lan-
guage provisions dealing with NTIS in-
cluding the provision which would
have permittted NTIS to contract for
its own printing under certain circum-
stances. They did reserve the right to
revive the provision in next year's au-
thorization if NTIS’ printing situation
does not improve. The conferees ac-
cepted the small administrative reduc-
tion proposed by the other body for
OPTI on the express condition that
OPTI's major ongoing efforts, includ-
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ing the Office of Metric Programs and
its activities to aid small business, will
not be affected.

Mr. Speaker, since the conference
report before us contains authoriza-
tions at or below the House approved
budget level, and since all other mat-
ters of controversy within the legisla-
tion have been resolved, I urge swift
passage of the bill before us.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time,

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

Mr. Speaker, I want to take this op-
portunity to congratulate our chair-
man of the full committee, the gentle-
man from Florida [Mr. Fuqual and, of
course, Senator GorToN and Senator
HoLLings, in addition to the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania [Mr. WaL-
GREN], and the Gentleman from New
York [Mr. BoesLERT]. I think we did a
good job.

We went out of here at the 1985
freeze level at $124.5 million. The
other body was slightly higher, but
the House position prevailed.

The bill has some very good subparts
to it. There is $2.7 million for the
Office of Productivity, Technology,
and Innovation, and $537,000 for
patent licensing activities of the Na-
tional Technical Information Center.

There are two programs in here that
the administration wanted terminated,
but the committees, both the House
and Senate, thought they were worthy
of leaving in there. One is the Center
for Fire Research for $5.8 million.
Anyone who has been there can see
the good work that was done in that
center. The other is $3.9 million for
the Center for Building Technology.

One of the good provisions that the
other body had that was kept in there
was a provision which allows the Na-
tional Bureau of Standards to initiate
and conduct investigations to deter-
mine the cause of structural failures
in buildings used or occupied by the
general public, to further understand-
ing by the building community to pre-
vent tragedies such as we had at the
Hyatt Regency in Kansas City.

The committee report clarifies that
the National Bureau of Standards’
role is investigative rather than regu-
latory.

I think we have come up with a good
bill and I would urge my colleagues to
support it.

I have no further requests for time
and I yield back the balance of my
time.

Mr. FUQUA. Mr. Speaker, I have no
further requests for time, I yield back
the balance of my time, and I move
the previous guestion on the confer-
ence report.

The previous question was ordered.

The conference report was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.
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PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. FUQUA. Mr. Speaker, I was
unable to be present for the vote on
Wednesday, July 10 on rollcall No.
214. Had I been present I would have
voted “nay.”
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IRS SHOULD ELIMINATE
EXEMPTION FOR ABORTIONS

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

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speak-
er, in the same year of the Supreme
Court’s controversial Roe versus Wade
decision, the Internal Revenue Service
issued ruling 73-156 also involving
abortion.

According to a secret internal memo-
randum that interpreted the rule, if a
baby lives briefly after the abortion,
the parent is entitled to a dependency
exemption on income taxes. Yes, the
IRS granted a tax exemption for abor-
tion.

When I learned about this, I wrote
to IRS Commissioner Egger and de-
manded that the ruling be changed.
Last week I again contacted the IRS.
The time for consideration is over—
every concept of right and truth de-
mands that this ruling be changed im-
mediately. I again call upon the IRS
to make this change.

I am inserting a copy of my letter to
the IRS in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD:

HoUusE oF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, DC, March 21, 1985.
Mr. Roscok L. EGGER, JR.,
Commissioner, Internal Revenue Service,
Washington, DC.

DEear CommissiONER EcceEr: I am shocked
and appalled to learn that the Internal Rev-
enue Service has interpreted our tax laws in
a way that allows a tax exemption for an
aborted child. According to recent reports,
the 1973 ruling allows a couple or an indi-
vidual who has an abortion to claim a de-
pendency exemption if the child lives for a
moment after the abortion. I demand that
this practice be stopped immediately.

Consider for a moment the implications of
the IRS position. If the aborted fetus is just
tissue, as abortion advocates claim, then
there is certainly no justification for a de-
pendency exemption.

But if the aborted fetus is in fact a child
and the parent or parents properly qualify
for the dependency exemption normally
granted to a parent charged with the care of
a child, then it would seem that the parents
and the doctor and hospital involved in the
abortion should also be investigated for
murder or, at the very least, gross child
abuse. Wouldn't this be our normal reaction
to the death of a “dependent” under the
care of parents and medical professionals?

Furthermore, consider the economic mes-
sage sent by this tax ruling. The rational
person desiring to maximize his or her
income and legally avoid as many taxes as
possible would seek to become the parent of
a child in the womb, but would opt for a
late term abortion with the hope that the
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child will live for a short time, thus securing
the dependency exemption. Abortionists
could, and perhaps already do, advise on the
“risk” of not having the fetus live at all
versus the possible return realizable from
the dependency exemption. The law encour-
ages the least humane, most painful, most
macabre of all options: the baby must be
born alive, and then killed or neglected until
death.

This sordid affair illustrates the philo-
sophical, moral, and legal absurdities that
result from our abortion laws. Orwellian
“newspeak” has evidently triumphed in the
IRS if the dependency exemption is granted
to those whose intent is to destroy their
child. You may not be able to change the
legal status of abortion in this country, Mr.
Egger, but I call on you to immediately
change this ruling and bring this travesty to
an end.

Please give this matter your personal at-
tention. I await your reply.

Sincerely,
JOE BARTON,
Member of Congress.

TREASURY II JUST DOESN'T
STAND UP

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

Mr. FRANK. Mr. Speaker, the Gov-
ernor of the Commonwealth of Massa-
chusetts had been quoted earlier as
being very supportive of the Presi-
dent’s tax plan and I agreed particu-
larly with his comments in support of
Treasury I, a very far-reaching effort
to achieve tax fairness. But the Gover-
nor, looking at the second version of
that plan, the one that President
Reagan has now agreed to after sever-
al months of study, finds that the con-
clusions are very different.

I want to commend Governor Duka-
kis and his very able Revenue Commis-
sioner, Ira Jackson, for their very seri-
ous study which they have made of
the impact of the President’s propos-
als on the people of Massachusetts.
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I want to congratulate him for
having the courage to say that the
original comments he made, which
were so supportive of Treasury I are
no longer applicable as he looked at
the kind of compromises that the
President has made in that concept,
which make it much less of an effort
to achieve genuine tax fairness.

As the report noted, “The average
middle class citizen will pay a couple
hundred dollars more in total Federal
tax, and the average low income citi-
zen will break even.” Because of the
interaction of the President’s plan
with the Social Security increase that
is now scheduled to go into effect.

The Governor's report concludes,
“Seen in this context, it becomes vital-
ly important that the President’'s plan
be made more progressive than it is.”
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Governor Dukakis had been wel-
comed by President Reagan in his
comments on this plan. I hope that
the President, who was so pleased at
the Governor's early comments will
look at this very thorough study that
has been done of the revised plan and
concur in the kind of changes that
Governor Dukakis points out are nec-
essary.

Excerps of the report and an article
from the Boston Globe describing it
follow:

ExcerrTs FroM “How PRESIDENT'S Tax
REFORM PLAN AFFECTS MASSACHUSETTS"”
PREPARED BY MASSACHUSETTS DEPARTMENT
OF REVENUE

But for the average middle income tax-
payer, the increase in social security tax will
be greater than the $200 decrease in income
tax. This means that when we consider both
federal taxes on income, only the very
wealthy will end up with a tax cut. The av-
erage middle class citizen will pay a couple
hundred dollars more in total federal tax,
and the average low income citizen will
break even. Seen in this context, it becomes
vitally important that the President's plan
be made more progressive than it is.

[From the Boston Globe, July 14, 1985]

Dukakis’ chief aide, John Sasso, said the
governor felt the second plan would not
benefit middle-income taxpayers as much
and accused Reagan of “retreating” before
special interest groups.

“Everything [Dukakis] said still stands.
We didn't move, the president did,” Sasso
said. “We praised the president for his lead-
ership in putting it on the agenda but we
think the president retreated” in favor of
special interests.

In responses that included almost the
same language, Sasso, Jackson and Dukakis’
chief of operations, John P. DeVillars, ac-
cused Reagan of changing the plan to bene-
fit the wealthy.

Jackson’s report, for example, says that
the 5,000 people in Massachusetts who
make more than $200,000 would do nearly
as well as the two million who make less
than $20,000.

Still, Jackson's report says that by fiscal
1990, Massachusetts individuals would pay
$386 million less in taxes and companies
would pay $278 million more under the re-
vised Treasury-Reagan plan.

Massachusetts taxpayers would make
more use of deductions for state and local
taxes, a benefit eliminated under the plan
and would save only about half of the na-
tional tax break average, though. Sasso said
for the middle income, “That is unaccept-
able.”

The report said middle-income taxpayers
would be hurt, especially when planned
Social Security increases are factored in.

Sasso said when the governor saw the
fiscal implications for the bulk of the state’s
taxpayers, he felt compelled to assail the
plan during a visit to Washington last week.
“By the president’s own standards . .. on
closer inspection, the plan doesn't stand
up.”
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FOOD INTENDED FOR HUNGRY
AND STARVING IN ETHIOPIA
USED AS PAYMENT FOR
CHAIRMAN MENGISTU'S ARMY
IN AFRICA AND PURCHASE OF
MILITARY ARMS FROM SOVIET
UNION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. RoTH] is
recognized for 30 minutes.

Mr. ROTH. Mr. Speaker, over the
weekend, an estimated 1 billion people
watched the Live Aid concert put on in
Philadelphia and London to raise
money for the starving people in
Africa—and particularly in Ethiopia.
It is indeed commendable to witness
such a tremendous outpouring of help
and to see a private sector and volun-
tary approach to foreign aid in the
troubled areas of the world. My great-
est fear, however, is that much of that
food will not get to the hungry and
starving in Ethiopia, that it will be
used as payment for Chairman Men-
gistu's largest standing army in Africa,
to support its military purposes.

The heart of the entire world must
go out to these 7 to 8 million people
who are starving in Ethiopia.

Over 2 million people have already
been driven into exile in Ethiopia by
Chairman Mengistu and the ruling
clique in Ethiopia; 1.3 million people
have been relocated at tremendous
suffering and hardship.

Our country, the United States, may
it be to its everlasting credit, since De-
cember has given over 400,000 tons of
food to Ethiopia.

Over 2 million tons have been donat-
ed by the people of the United States
since this tragedy began. In Europe,
1.3 million tons of food and grains
have been given to Ethiopia by the Eu-
ropeans.

Ethiopia is a client state of the
Soviet Union. They are run by the
Soviet Union. What has the Soviet
Union done for Ethiopia in this trad-
gedy? They have given 3,500 tons of
rice; that is all.

Not even a drop in the bucket.

The Cubans have 25,000 mercenary
troops in Ethiopia to keep the people
under the thumb of the Mengistu gov-
ernment,

For every ton of food we donate to
Ethiopia, we have to pay out $12.60
for port entry fees. Last year we paid
over $28 million. What happens to this
money? Well, the Soviets donate some
trucks, military trucks, but with every
truck they donate, they do not have
just one driver or two drivers, they
have three separate drivers. These
drivers are all paid a hefty per diem.

So we pay the entry fees to the ports
for the food we have donated and this
money is turned right around and
given to the Soviet Union.
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Now what kind of a regime are we
dealing with in Ethiopia? Well, to give
you some indication, last September
they had the 10th anniversary of this
Marxist/Communist government in
Ethiopia. They spent over $200 million
estimated on the festivities in Ethio-
pia, over $200 million.

They have one of the biggest swim-
ming pools in the world in the hotel in
Ethiopia which is used by the ruling
clique, of course. But what astounded
me is when I looked at the records and
found that within a stone's throw of
the national capital a sea of people
who were starving, thousands of
people were starving, yet at this cele-
bration, the Ethiopian Government
did not purchase 40 bottles of scotch
or 400 or 1,000 or 10,000 or 400,000;
the Government of Ethiopia with all
of these millions of people starving
purchased for their ruling -clique
480,000 bottles of scotch. We here in
this country have remained silent
while this genocide of 7 to 8 million
people are being killed.

Now last March, some of our people
met with Ethiopian rulers, some of
them in Geneva. We begged them, we
pleaded with them, not to deliver the
food that we were donating but just to
get out of our way so we can get the
job done. Remember this is a govern-
ment that is a client state of the
Soviet Union, not one of our friends,
the ruling class that is.

But we have told them “Please allow
us to save these starving people.”
Well, in April, April 28 of this year,
they gave us the answer: At one of the
feeding sites, a place called Ibnet,
there were some 60,000 people and the
army came in one morning and dis-
persed all of the people; 30,000 are still
unaccounted for. Many of the people
were living in huts that they had set
up. The army came in and burned
down the huts, many times people still
in the huts.

Our American people gave hundreds
of tents to protect these people from
the cold but the army came along and
refused the people at the site to set up
the tents. The army took all the tents
and took them away.

So we have some 30,000 people unac-
counted for from just that one inci-
dent. The Government policy of star-
vation is cruel enough, but along with
the colera, along with the disease,
along with the resettlements, it is
truly heart rending.

What takes place is because the
roads and infrastructure in Ethiopia
are in a deplorable state, we set up
hundreds of feeding sites around the
country and when the people come in
to gather the food, if they are some-
what healthy and young, then the
government will take these people and
relocate them 400 to 500 miles from
their home and they leave the old and
the younger there to perish.
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Now the Government of Ethiopia
brutalizes and tortures its own people.
We had a congressional delegation in
Ethiopia sometime ago along with a
delegation of an escort. Two of the es-
corts have been brutalized and mur-
dered since the delegation was there.

Ethiopia today has the largest army
in Africa. It napalms its own villages
and Chairman Mengistu spends over
half of his money, half of the budget
on the army while the people starve.

The Government of Ethiopia is like
a plague, it is like the black death was
in the Middle Ages, to its own people.

Where are the protestors? Where is
the outery? Where is the outcry for
human rights in this Chamber? Imag-
ine if this were a European country or
a country in Central America or South
America, why, you would have thou-
sands marching on the embassy; but
because it is Ethiopian, because it is
the government which is so cruel,
nothing is happening.

We thank the media for bringing the
plight of the starving, their starvation,
their deprivation, the cruelty going on
in Ethiopia, we thank the media for
bringing that to the attention of the
world.

The world has been generous, that is
the Western World, and we are thank-
ful for that.

But now I think it is only appropri-
ate that the media follow up with
what is happening to the food that is
being donated to Ethiopia, to give the
people, all of us, the full story of what
is taking place and to give us the full
story of how much money and how
much food is being siphoned off to the
Soviet Union.

We are told there are over 60,000
tons of food rotting on the docks in
Ethiopia because the trucks that are
to be used for the distribution of the
food are being used instead to relocate
human beings.

This is truly an outrage of the first
order and we in this country, I feel,
must speak out.

We must cry out if we do not want
to be a partner in this genocide. We do
not want to be a party to 7 to 8 million
people killed in this genocide, dying in
Ethiopia.

Even the United Nations—and the
United Nations is not known for
speaking out—even the United Na-
tions, Kurt Janssen, Assistant Secre-
tary General for Emergency Aid, has
said and has criticized severely the
Government of Ethiopia because of its
harsh policies and its genocidal poli-
cles.
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I think what we need in Ethiopia is
an immediate cease-fire and negotia-
tions begun between the ruling class
and the people, who are opposed to
the genocide that is taking place.
There are no freedoms in Ethiopia
today. There is no outcry because of
human rights violations.
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The press is no longer following up
and following through, and I think
that is absolutely essential. We thank
the artists who raised the money, but
we ask these artists who were so in-
strumental in raising millions upon
millions of dollars for the Ethiopians,
we thank them, but we ask them to go
one step further.

We ask them to accompany this aid
to Ethiopia so that the aid will not go
to the ruling class and into the Swiss
banking accounts, but so that it will
get to the people that we are trying to
help.

We need more than a media hype.
We need some real followthrough.
Now, the Ethiopian Government has
already stated its only purpose is to
stay in power. I would like to quote to
this body an editorial in one of our Na-
tion’s leading newspapers, a liberal
newspaper; the local newspaper, the
Washington Post.

Here is what they had to say about
the Ethiopian Government:

The Marxist government of Ethiopia has
illuminated with stark clarity where its pri-
orities lie in the battle against mass famine.
By impounding a 6,000-ton food shipment
from Australia that had been intended for
the needy in rebel-held areas, it shows that
it is concerned less with saving the Ethiopi-
an people than with holding itself in power.
This will come as no revelation to those who
have followed the course of Ethiopia’s revo-
lution, but it is a stunning and shameful
event all the same,

As it happened, a ship carrying Australian
food first unloaded some of its cargo at an
Ethiopian port and then prepared to move
on to a port in neighboring Sudan. There it
was to unload food provided by Australian
voluntary agencies for transshipment to
Ethiopian famine victims who live under
the control of the Eritrean and Tigre libera-
tion fronts. But while the ship was still in
port in Ethiopia, its remaining cargo was
seized.

The Ethiopian government, attempting to
justify the seizure, suggests that the Austra-
lian action amounts to infringement of Ethi-
opia’s sovereignty and interference in its in-
ternal affairs. That is a strange and far-
fetched construction to put upon an effort
to feed a group of Ethiopians whose govern-
ment is trying to starve them into submis-
sion. It is bad enough that the regime con-
ducts a heartless policy against its own citi-
zens. It is intolerable that it should attempt
to make a foreign party, one acting out of
humanitarian considerations, its accomplice
in what comes close to being the practice of
calculated genocide,

In fact, foreigners are interfering massive-
ly in Ethiopia’s internal affairs—but chiefly
to the benefit of the Mengistu government.
Its Soviet patrons, having made a rich con-
tribution to Ethiopia’s misery, have encour-
aged it to rattle the tin cup elsewhere. The
regime is being kept afloat and spared the
worst effects of its own bad policy choices
and its own political errors by food and de-
velopment ald from noncommunist sources.
That means most of the aid is coming from
countries or organizations that have not the
slightest sympathy for the regime—quite
the contrary—but which are prepared to
overlook it flaws and concentrate on the
overwhelming human need.
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For the Ethiopian government to enforce
a cruel political standard on the distribution
of lifesaving food, while the people who are
sustaining it have suspended political judg-
ment of their own, is a vile inconsistency.
Why would any donor want to ship further
aid to a government that acts in that way?

The reason we want to continue aid
to Ethiopia is not because of its Gov-
ernment; it is quite the reverse. It is
because we want to help the starving
people in Ethiopia.

Recently, the Christian Science
Monitor, in talking about impact
duties, had this quote that I think is
very relevant, especially considering
what happened last Saturday.

It said that, and I quote:

Four-wheel drive Land Rovers, paid for by
some of the millions of dollars raised in
Europe by Rock Star Bob Geldof and his
all-star band aid record were still sitting out-
side customs sheds months after delivery be-
cause Ethiopian officials were demanding
steep import duties.

Let us hope that the millions that
were donated by the generous people
throughout the world last Saturday
will get to the people for whom they
were donated; for the starving people,
many of them in Ethiopia.

I would suggest that we take five
steps to hopefully halt this genocide,
the killing of these 7 to 8 million in
Ethiopia.

First of all, I think we want to ask
that the rock stars who raised the
money now help with the follow-
through, to accompany some of this
assistance to Ethiopia to make sure it
gets to the starving people, especially
those with children in Ethiopia.

I think that it would be totally ap-
propriate that some of the people who
attended the rock fest in Philadelphia
would also demonstrate before the
Ethiopian Embassy, and all of the
Ethiopian embassies around the world
to show that we do care about what
has taken place in Ethiopia.

I think letters to the Congressmen
and to the people serving in this body
and in the other body would be appro-
priate, so that light of what is taking
place will be kept on Ethiopia, so that
the world will know and will remember
the genocide that is taking place being
perpetrated on those unfortunate
people.

Fourth, I think we want the voice of
the United Nations to continue to
speak out against the genocide,
against the brutal murder that is
taking place in Ethiopia.

Fifth, I think we want to help—no, I
know we want to help the people in
Ethiopia, but I think it is time that we
show our revulsion at what is taking
place by their own government. I
think while we keep aid going to Ethi-
opia, especially aid to those people
that need it so desperately, I think it
is time we take a look at our trade
policy with Ethiopia; to deny them
some of the strategic and some of the
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security assistance they are looking
for, because they do not need it for
any external enemy; they are only
using it to keep their people under
their own thumb.

So I ask that the people of this
country and people throughout the
world speak out and stop this genocide
that is taking place in Ethiopia.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Mr. HEFNER (at the request of Mr.
WricgHT), for the week of July 15, on
account of medical reasons.

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission
to address the House, following the
legislative program and any special
orders heretofore entered, was granted
to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. Roserr F. SMmITH) to
revise and extend their remarks and
include extraneous material:)

Mr. RortH, for 30 minutes, today.

Mr. BiLirakis, for 60 minutes, July
16.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. Fuqua) to revise and
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous material:)

Mr. FraNEK, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. Annunzio, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. Dorcan of North Dakota, for 30
minutes, today.

Mr. Gaypos, for 30 minutes, July 186.

Mr. Gaypos, for 30 minutes, July 17.

Mr. Hover, for 60 minutes, July 30.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission
to revise and extent remarks was
granted to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. RoBert F. SmitTH of
Oregon) and to include extraneous
matter:)

Mr. CRANE.

Mrs. ROUKEMA.

Mr. CoURTER in two instances.

Mr. PETRI.

Mr. HYDE.

Mr. DornaN of California.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. FuqQua) and to include ex-
traneous matter:)

Mr. RANGEL.

Mr. ANDERSON in two instances.

Mr. GonzaLEz in 10 instances.

Mr. Brown of California in 10 in-
stances.

Mr. ANNUNZIO in six instances.

Mr. JoweEs of Tennessee in 10 in-
stances.

Mr. BoNEr of Tenneseee in five in-
stances.

Mr. DE LA GARZA.

Mr. TORRES.

Mr. DorcanN of North Dakota.
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Mr. BOLAND.

Mr. VENTO.

Mr. FRANK.

Mr. Jones of Oklahoma.

ENROLLED JOINT RESOLUTIONS
SIGNED

Mr. ANNUNZIO, from the Commit-
tee on House Administration, reported
that that committee had examined
and found truly enrolled joint resolu-
tions of the House of the following
titles, which were thereupon signed by
the Speaker: )

H.J. Res. 1988, Joint resolution providing
for appointment of Barnabas McHenry as a
citizen regent of the Board of Regents of
the Smithsonian Institution.

H.J. Res. 326. Joint resolution to designate
July 13, 1985, as “Live Aid Day."

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker,
I move that the House do now ad-
journ.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 1 o’clock and 50 minutes
p.m.), the House adjourned until to-
morrow, Tuesday, July 16, 1985, at 12
o'clock noon.)

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu-
tive communications were taken from
the Speaker’s table and referred as fol-
lows:

1665. A letter from the Assistant Secre-
tary of Defense, transmitting a full report
on the program to halt the flow of sensitive
technology and supporting resources, pursu-
ant to 10 U.S.C. 138(h) (96 Stat. 739); to the
Committee on Armed Services.

1666. A letter from the Deputy Assistant
Secretary of Defense, transmitting advise-
ment that the Department of the Army in-
tends to exercise the provision which pre-
cludes the Comptroller General from exam-
ining certain records, pursuant to 10 U.8.C.
i23130::}; to the Committee on Armed Serv-
ces.

1667. A letter from the Executive Direc-
tor, Neighborhood Reinvestment Corpora-
tion, transmitting the 1984 annual report,
pursuant to Public Law 95-557, section
607(a); to the Committee on Banking, Fi-
nance and Urban Affairs.

1668. A letter from the Auditor, District of
Columbia, transmitting a report entitled,
“Revenue Report for April 1985,” pursuant
to Public Law 93-198, section 455(d); to the
Committee on the District of Columbia.

1669. A letter from the Secretary of Edu-
cation, transmitting the final funding priori-
ty for rehabilitation long-term training—re-
habilitation counselors, pursuant to GEPA,
section 431(d)(1) (88 Stat. 567; 90 Stat. 2231,
95 Stat. 453); to the Committee on Educa-
tion and Labor,

1670. A letter from the Secretary of
Health and Human Services, transmitting
the sixth annual report to Congress on im-
plementation of the Age Discrimination Act
of 1975 by departments and agencies which
administer programs of Federal financial as-
sistance, pursuant to Public Law 94-135, sec-
tion 308(b) (92 Stat, 1556); to the Commit-
tee on Education and Labor.
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1671. A letter from the Secretary of
Health and Human Services, transmitting a
study of the allocation formula used for es-
tablishing work programs for recipients of
aid to families with dependent children,
pursuant to 42 U.8.C. 645(£)(3); to the Com-
mittee on Education and Labor.

1672. A letter from the Secretary of
Health and Human Services, transmitting
the status and accomplishments of runaway
centers receiving grants under the Runaway
and Homeless Youth Act, pursuant to
Public Law 93-415, section 315 (94 Stat.
2762); to the Committee on Education and
Labor.

1673. A letter from the Secretary of
Health and Human Services, transmitting a
report on activities of States receiving allot-
ments under title V of the SSA, pursuant to
Public Law 97-35, section 2192(bX1); to the
Committee on Energy and Commerce.

1674. A letter from the Benefits Manager,
Farm Credit Banks of Texas, transmitting a
report for the plan year ended December 31,
1984 for the farm credit banks of Texas pen-
sion plan, pursuant to 31 US.C.
9503(a)(1XB), to the Committee on Govern-
ment Operations.

1675. A letter from the Chairman, Nation-
al Labor Relations Board, transmitting a
report of activities under the Freedom of In-
formation Act, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 552(d);
to the Committee on Government Oper-
ations.

1676. A letter from the Acting Director,
Office of Personnel Management, transmit-
ting a draft of proposed legislation to
amend the Intergovernmental Personnel
Act of 1970; to the Committee on Post
Office and Civil Service.

1677. A letter from the Acting Assistant
Secretary of the Army (Civil Works), trans-
mitting a survey of the shores of Monroe
County, FL, in the interest of beach erosion
control, hurricane protection, and related
purposes, pursuant to Executive Order
12322; to the Committee on Public Works
and Transportation.

1678. A letter from the Administrator, En-
vironmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the administration’s opinion on H.R. 8;
to the Committee on Public Works and
Transportation.

1679. A letter from the Deputy Secretary
of the Treasury, transmitting a draft of pro-
posed legislation to amend title 31, United
States Code, to authorize two Under Secre-
taries of the Treasury, and for other pur-
poses; jointly, to the Committees on Bank-
ing, Finance and Urban Affairs and Ways
and Means.

1680. A letter from the Chairman, Pension
Benefit Guaranty Corporation, transmitting
a draft of proposed legislation to amend the
Employee Income Security Act of 1974 for
the purpose of improving the Single-Em-
ployer Pension Plan Termination Insurance
Program established under title IV therein
and for other purposes; jointly, to the Com-
mittees on Education and Labor and Ways
and Means.

1681. A letter from the Secretary of Agri-
culture, transmitting a draft of proposed
legislation to amend the act of May 27, 1955,
to increase the effectiveness of domestic
firefighting forces and ensure prompt and
effective control of wildfires on Federal
lands by permitting the use of firefighting
forces of foreign nations and the reimburse-
ment of such forces for costs incurred in
fighting wildfires throughout the United
States, and for other purposes; jointly, to
the Committees on Foreign Affairs and
Government Operations.
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1682. A letter from the Comptroller Gen-
eral of the United States, transmitting the
reviews of audits for years ended December
1983 and December 1982 for the National
Consumer Cooperative Bank, pursuant to 12
U.S.C. 3025; jointly, to the Committees on
Government Operations and Banking, Fi-
nance and Urban Affairs.

1683. A letter from the Comptroller Gen-
eral of the United States, transmitting a
report entltled, “Status of the Interconti-
nental Ballistic Missile Modernization Pro-
gram”; jointly, to the Committees on Gov-
ernment Operations and Armed Services.

1684. A letter from the Acting Assistant
Attorney General, transmitting a draft of
proposed legislation to amend the Con-
trolled Substances Act to create new penal-
ties for the manufacturing with intent to
distribute, the possession with intent to dis-
tribute, or the distribution of designer
drugs, and for other purposes, jointly, to the
Committees on the Judiciary and Energy
and Commerce,

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLU-
TIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports
of committees were delivered to the
Clerk for printing and reference to the
proper calendar, as follows:

Mr. DERRICK: Committee on Rules.
House Resolution 221. Resolution waiving
certain points of order against consideration
of H.R. 2959, a bill making appropriations
for energy and water development for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 1986, and
for other purposes. (Rept. No. 99-198). Re-
ferred to the House Calendar.

Mr. MOAKLEY: Committee on Rules.
House Resolution 222. Resolution providing
for the consideration of H.R. 8, a bill to
amend the Feederal Water Pollution Control
Act to provide for the renewal of the quality
of the Nation's waters, and for other pur-
poses. (Rept. No. 99-199). Referred to the
House Calendar.

Mr. BEILENSON: Committee on Rules.
House Resolution 223. Resolution providing
for the consideration of H.R. 10, a bill to
amend the Public Works and Economic De-
velopment Act of 1965 and the Appalachian
Regional Development Act of 1965. (Rept.
::r. 99-200). Referred to the House Calen-

Mrs. SCHROEDER: Committee on Post
Office and Civil Service. H.R. 2851. A bill to
amend title 5, United States Code, to pro-
vide certain benefits for Government em-
ployees and similarly situated individuals
who are captured, kidnaped, or otherwise
deprived of their liberty as a result of hos-
tile action directed against the United
States; to provide for certain payments to
individuals who were taken hostage as a
result of the seizure of the United States
Embassy in Iran in 1979; and for other pur-
poses (Rept. No. 99-201 Pt. I). Ordered to be
printed.

REPORTED BILLS
SEQUENTIALLY REFERRED

Under clause 5 of rule X, bills and
reports were delivered to the Clerk for
printing, and bills referred as follows:
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Mr. UDALL: Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs. House Joint Resolution 187.
Joint resolution to approve the “Compact of
Free Association,” and for other purposes;
with amendments; referred to the Commit-
tees on Armed Services, the Judiciary, Mer-
chant Marine and Fisheries, and Ways and
Means, for a period ending not later than
July 19, 1985, for consideration of such por-
tions of the bill and amendments as fall
within the jurisdiction of those committees
pursuant to Rule X, clauses 1(c), 1(m), 1(n),
and 1(v), respectively (Rept. No. 99-188, pt.
II). Ordered to be printed.

PUBLIC BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 5 of rule X and clause
4 of rule XXII, public bills and resolu-
tions were introduced and severally re-
ferred as follows:

By Mr. ASPIN (for himself and Mr.
DickiNsoN) (by request):

H.R. 2993. A bill to authorize appropria-
tions for exploration, prospecting, conserva-
tion, development, use, and operation of the
naval petroleum and oil shale reserves, for
fiscal year 1986 and for fiscal year 1987, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on
Armed Services.

By Mr. BENNETT:

H.R. 2094, A bill to amend the National
Security Act of 1947 to establish by law a
system for the security classification and de-
classification of sensitive information relat-
ing to the national security, to define mat-
ters that may be classified, to require the
protection of such information that is classi-
fied, whether in the executive, legislative, or
judicial branches or in industry, to require
the imposition of administrative penalties
for improper classification of information,
to provide criminal penalties for unauthor-
ized disclosure of classified information, and
for other purposes; jointly, to the Commit-
tees on Armed Services and the Permanent
Select Committee on Intelligence.

By Mrs. ROUKEMA (for herself and
Mr. JEFFORDS):

H.R. 2995. A bill to amend the Employee
Retirement Income Security Act of 1974 for
the purpose of improving the Single-Em-
ployer Pension Plan Termination Insurance
Program established under title IV therein
and for other purposes; jointly, to the Com-
mittees on Education and Labor and Ways
and Means.

By Mr. WHITTEN:

H.J. Res. 338. Joint resolution making an
urgent supplemental appropriation for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 1985, for
the Department of Agriculture; to the Com-
mittee on Appropriations.

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, spon-
sors were added to public bills and res-
olutions as follows:

. 80: Mr. PETRI.
.R. 83: Mr. HENDON.
. 84: Mr. SmiTH of New Hampshire.
. 97: Mr, HARTNETT.
. 749: Mr. LanTos and Mr. SAVAGE.
. 2078: Mr. OrTIz and Mr, ZsCHAU.
. 2588: Mr. CHAPPELL and Mr. Faz1o.
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H.R. 2782: Mr. LAGOMARSINO, Mr. BEILEN-
soN, Mr. BERMAN, Mr. BoNKER, Mrs, COLLINS
of Illinois, Mr. CROCEETT, Mr. DELLUMS, Mr.
Frang, Mr. HucHEs, Ms. KapTUr, Mr.
Levine of California, Mr. MaRTINEZ, Mrs.
Mevers of Kansas, Mr. MITcHELL, Mr.
MRAZEK, Mr. LuwnpINg, Mr. Srtupps, Mr.
WHITEHURST, and Mr. WIRTH.

H.R. 2866: Mr. NeaL and Mr. CoBEY.

H. Con. Res. 13: Mr. GREGG.

H. Res. 60: Mr. McMILLAN.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, peti-
tions and papers were laid on the
Clerk’s desk and referred as follows:

165. By the SPEAKER: Petition of the
city administrator, Saginaw, TX, relative to
the Fair Labor Standards Act; to the Com-
mittee on Education and Labor.

166. Also, petition of the city council of
Forth Worth, TX, relative to the Fair Labor
Standards Act; to the Committee on Educa-
tion and Labor.

167. Also, petition of June A. Goeson, Cal-
gary, Canada, relative to Nicaragua; to the
Committee on Foreign Affairs.

168. Also, petition of the New York State
Conference of Mayors and Other Municipal
Officials, relative to taxes; to the Commit-
tee on Ways and Means.

AMENDMENTS
Under clause 6 of rule XXIII, pro-
posed amendments were submitted as
follows:

H.R. 2959

By Mr. MILLER of California:
—on page 10, line 11, after the phrase “this
appropriation:”, insert the following: ‘“Pro-
vided further, That none of the funds made
available by this Act may be obligated or ex-
pended for construction of the Animas-La-
Plata Participating Project, Colorado-New
Mexico until: (1) an agreement has been ex-
ecuted between the Secretary of the Interi-
or and non-Federal entities in Colorado
and/or New Mexico providing for such non-
Federal entities to contribute a reasonable
portion of the total project costs; and, (2)
such agreement has been submitted to the
Congress and 120 calendar days have
elapsed. None of the funds made available
to the Secretary of the Interior shall be
made available for the Animas-LaPlata
Project if the agreement required by this
paragraph has not been reached by Septem-
ber 30, 1986.
By Mr, WEAVER:

—Page 3, line 3, strike out “$846,958,000”
and insert in lieu thereof “$842,958,000".
—Page 33, after line 18, add the following
new section:

Sec. 507. No funds appropriated in this
Act may be used for the Elk Creek Lake,
Oregon, construction project of the Corps of
Engineers.
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SENATE—Monday, July 15, 1985

The Senate met at 12 noon and was
called to order by the President pro
tempore [Mr. THURMOND].

PRAYER

The Chaplain, the Reverend Rich-
ard C. Halverson, D.D., offered the fol-
lowing prayer:

Let us pray.

O Lord, our Lord, how excellent is
Thy name in all the Earth! Who hast
sel Thy glory above the heavens. When
I consider Thy heavens, the work of
Thy fingers, the Moon and the stars,
which Thou hast ordained; what is
man, that Thou art mindful of him?
And the Son of Man, that Thou visitest
him? For Thou hast made him a little
lower than the angels, and hast
crowned him with glory and honor.
Thou madest him to have dominion
over the works of Thy hands; Thou
hast put all things under his feet. O
Lord, our Lord, how excellent is Thy
name in all the Earth.—Psalm 8:1,3-
6,9.

As we hear the psalmist, Lord, we
feel the barrenness of existence when
there is no reverence—no awe—no
sense of the transcendent—no God-di-
mension in our lives. We starve our
souls by our indifference to Thee, O
Lord. Made to rule our environment,
we become its victims when we forsake
Thee. Renew our spirits, Lord. Sensi-
tize us to the ultimate reality beyond
the temporal and the material.

Thank Thee, gracious Father, for
the success of the President’s surgery,
for his remarkable strength and re-
sponse. Help him to be patient so that
his recovery can be total and complete.
Strengthen and reassure Mrs. Reagan
as she waits by his side.

“0O Lord, our Lord, how excellent is
Thy name in all the Earth!” Amen.

RECOGNITION OF THE
MAJORITY LEADER

The PRESIDENT pro tempore, The
distinguished majority leader is recog-
nized.

THE PRESIDENT'S RECOVERY

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, let me re-
flect what I think are the views of all
of us in the Senate about the Presi-
dent’s spectacular recovery. It appears
to be a complete recovery. Again, as
the Chaplain indicated, we all pray for
the President’s health and recovery,
and for reassurance to Mrs. Reagan
and others in the family.

SCHEDULE

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, under the
standing order, the leaders have 10
minutes each, followed by a special
order in favor of the Senator from
Wisconsin [Mr. ProxMIre] for not to
exceed 15 minutes.

Following that, there will be routine
morning business not to extend
beyond the hour of 1:30 p.m., with
statements therein limited to 5 min-
utes each.

At 1:30 p.m., it is the intention of
the leadership to turn to State Depart-
ment nominations in the following
order—although I say that is subject
to change depending on the status of
the different nominations: Calendar
No. 280, Rozanne L. Ridgway; Calen-
dar No. 267, John Arthur Ferch—we
may be able to dispose of that fairly
quickly depending on what may devel-
op in the course of the afternoon.

Calendar No. 281, Edwin G. Corr;
Calendar No. 282, Richard R. Burt.

If there are rollcall votes and if we
do complete debate on the nomina-
tions, there will be no votes prior to
the hour of 4:30 or 5§ p.m.

I hope that we can complete action
on those nominees. I understand there
may be other nominations on the ex-
ecutive calendar for the Judiciary that
can be cleared and will not require ex-
tensive debate or rollcall votes.

It also is our intention to do all we
can in this month because of the
August recess. We are still hopeful of
disposing of the line item veto and the
Small Business Administration author-
ization bill. We are still shooting for
July 22 on the farm bill. We had a
meeting this morning at 11 o‘clock on
the farm bill; we will have another one
with all the Senators this afternoon.

We also have had meetings this
morning on the budget resolution.
There will be a House-Senate budget
conference at 4 p.m.

It is my hope that we can take care
not only of matters that have been
outlined previously, but also a number
of other important matters in the
month of July. We have hopes we will
be in a position the week of the 224 to
take up appropriations bills along with
the farm bill. We hope to have a sup-
plemental appropriations conference
report, budget resolution conference
report, banking bill, airport security
legislation, and possibly an immigra-
tion bill, depending on action in the
Senate Judiciary Committee this week
and next.

In addition, there are a number of
pieces of legislation that we Dbelieve
can be disposed of if we can reach time
agreements. That will include Nation-

al Health Institutes, Conrail, and
other areas that we are shopping for
time agreements on. I shall attempt to
deliver to the distinguished minority
leader by no later than 11:30 tomor-
row morning some of the items we
would like to dispose of this month.
That will give him an opportunity
during his caucus to go over those and
give me some idea of where he might
be able to give us a hand.

Mr. President, I reserve the remain-
der of my time.

RECOGNITION OF THE
MINORITY LEADER

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
GorToN). The Democratic leader is
recognized.

RESPONSE TO MAJORITY
LEADER

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I shall
certainly do what I can when I see the
list of items the distinguished majori-
ty leader wishes to have action on. I
shall run those items by Senators on
this side and certainly, where we can
cooperate, we will. I should think that
would certainly be in most instances.

Mr. President, I reserve the remain-
der of my time.

RECOGNITION OF SENATOR
PROXMIRE

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senator from
Wisconsin [Mr. PROXMIRE] is recog-
nized for not to exceed 15 minutes.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I thank the Chair.

A CHALLENGING VIEW OF
PATRIOTISM

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, the
most astonishing editorial this Senator
has read this year was the lead editori-
al in one of the Nation’s greatest news-
papers on July 4. Let me read from it
and then challenge any Senator who
has not previously read it to tell me
the newspaper that carried it. Listen—

Unemployment is accepted as a perma-
nent feature of the economy. Our great
cities have become graveyards of smoke-
stack industries. Family farmers who turned
the “fruited plains” of the Midwest into a
breadbasket of the world are being driven
from their land, some of which is falling
into the hands of multinational agribusiness
for quick and profitable exploitation that
will leave it barren and infertile. The na-
tional debt mounts at a yearly rate of $200
billion, while the balance of trade has
become so lopsidedly unfavorable that the
U.S. faces debtor-nation status.

@ This “bullet” symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by the Member on the floor.
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Franklin Delano Roosevelt's observation
that “one-third of our nation is ill-fed, ill-
housed and ill-clothed” is as true today as it
was half a century ago. The rich have
become ever richer and the poor poorer. As
the gap widens, millions of middle-class
Americans fall to the poverty level. Chil-
dren have become the sorriest victims of
poverty, with two out of five living in pover-
ty, and half of all black children. Fifty years
of social legislation is being gradually
eroded, and in many cases has been
wiped out. That bastion of economic democ-
racy, the trade union movement, under
attack by both employers and the adminis-
tration in Washington, has reached a low
point in numbers, power and influence.

Our society is being rapidly transformed
into a moral jungle, with public and private
graft and corruption endemic. Waste and
corruption abound in government, and
above all in the Pentagon, the greatest and
most expensive rathole and boondoggle in
human history. Greed and avarice are given
carte blanche by government to rape the na-
tion’s natural resources and poison and pol-
lute the environment. White-collar crimi-
nals who head huge multinational financial
and industrial empires that bribe govern-
ment officials and rob and swindle the
public are routinely shielded and protected
from prosecution by the “Justice” Depart-
ment. Violent neo-Nazi, Ku Klux Klan and
other racist and anti-Semitic movements
thrive on the official anticommunist hyste-
ria created by the present administration.

In international relations, the great reser-
voir of goodwill has been dissipated. Even
major allies of the United States express se-
rious reservations about [and sometimes
even publicly denounce] U.S. economic, for-
eign and military policies; in the Third
World there is great concern that the anti-
communist hysteria which is the basis of
Reagan’s foreign and military policies will
result in new military interventions in Latin
America and other areas, and that Reagan
is implacably set on a course of a continuing
arms race that presents a deadly danger to
the survival of humanity.

In all fairness, Mr. President, this
editorial also carried a strong upbeat
note. It asserts:

There is one great ray of hope and that is
the people * ** Americans are decent,
humane and patriotic * * * inspired and mo-
tivated by such a patriotic rebirth we can re-
store the vigor and idealism of our nation,
reestablish a national sense of purpose in
which we can take great pride and earn once
again the respect, gratitude and apprecia-
tion of the peoples of the world.

In what paper did that editorial
appear? The Chicago Tribune. That's
right, the Chicago Tribune. Mr. Presi-
dent, this Senator grew up on the Chi-
cago Tribune. Throughout my boy-
hood it was published and edited by
Col. Robert McCormick. It was viewed
as the most conservative, rigidly right
wing newspaper in America.

The Chicago Tribune for many years
carried on its masthead—on the edito-
rial page—those words of Stephen De-
catur that put patriotism above princi-
ple and devotion to country above de-
votion to justice and truth. The Deca-
tur motto of the Tribune: “My coun-
try, in her intercourse with other
countries may she always be right. But
right or wrong, my country.”
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Contrast that motto of superchau-
vinism to the Chicago Tribune editori-
al of July 4, 1985. What a remarkable,
astonishing change. What a testament
to the fact that in this free country,
with its totally free press, that free
press not only carried a variety of
sharply diverging opinions but news-
papers may transform their opinions
completely. What a superb opportuni-
ty for all those who believe in the
clash and competition of different
ideas. And in the spirit of that remark-
able editorial what a better basis to be
proud and happy to be an American in
1985.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the editorial to which I have
referred from the July 4 issue of the
Chicago Tribune be printed at this
point in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.

There being no objection, the edito-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
REcoRrbD, as follows:

[From the Chicago Tribune, July 4, 1985]

TOWARD A PATRIOTIC REBIRTH
(By John Rossen)

The American people today, more than
ever before in their history as a nation, need
a realistic assessment of the true state of
the Union, rather than the usual treacle
ladled out in presidential addresses every
January and the meaningless flag-waving
oratory of Independence Day.

The nation is in crisis.

Just a few short decades ago, the Ameri-
can people boasted the highest standard of
living in the world. The United States was
by far the richest, most industrially devel-
oped nation on Earth, with the most favor-
able balance of trade in history. Interna-
tionally it enjoyed a great ‘“reservoir of
goodwill” among hundreds of millions of
people around the world who still drew
hope and inspiration from the ideals of the
American Revolution. Despite the persist-
ence of many social inequalities and injus-
tices, the nation was moving steadily on a
course of expanding political and economic
democracy. Broad programs of social serv-
ices were continuously being planned and
implemented.

Today that has changed. The American
standard of living has fallen to ninth place
in the world. In almost every key category
of industrial production the United States
has been equaled or surpassed by several
countries, including, most notably, our puta-
tive world adversary, the Soviet Union,
whose industrial plant east of the Urals was
completely destroyed in World War II. Un-
employment is accepted as a permanent fea-
ture of the economy. Our great cities have
become graveyards of smokestack indus-
tries. Family farmers who turned the ‘“fruit-
ed plains"” of the Midwest into a breadbas-
ket of the world are being driven from their
land, some of which is falling into the hands
of multinational agribusiness for quick and
profitable exploitation that will leave it
barren and infertile. The national debt
mounts at a yearly rate of $200 billion,
while the balance of trade has become so
lopsidedly unfavorable that the U.S. faces
debtor-nation status.

Franklin Delano Roosevelt’s observation
that “one-third of our nation is ill-fed, ill-
housed and ill-clothed” is as true today as it
was a half a century ago. The rich have
become ever richer and the poor poorer. As
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the gap widens, millions of middle-class
Americans fall to the poverty level. Chil-
dren have become the sorriest victims of
poverty, with two out of five living in pover-
ty, and half of all black children. Fifty years
of social legislation is being gradually
eroded, and in many cases has already been
wiped out. That bastion of economic democ-
racy, the trade union movement, under
attack by both employers and the adminis-
tration in Washington, has reached a low
point in numbers, power and influence.

Our society is being rapidly transformed
into a moral jungle, with public and private
graft and corruption endemic. Waste and
corruption abound in government, and
above all in the Pentagon, the greatest and
most expensive rathole and boondoggle in
human history. Greed and avarice are given
carte blanche by government to rape the na-
tion’s natural resources and poison and pol-
lute the environment. White-collar crimi-
nals who head huge multinational financial
and industrial empires that bribe govern-
ment officials and rob and swindle the
public are routinely shielded and protected
from prosecution by the “Justice” Depart-
ment. Violent neo-Nazi, Ku Klux Klan and
other racist and anti-Semitic movements
thrive on the official anticommunist hyste-
ria created by the present administration.

In the international relations, the great
reservoir of goodwill has been dissipated.
Even major allies of the United States ex-
press serious reservations about [and some-
times even publicly denounce] U.S. econom-
ic, foreign and military policies; in the Third
World there is great concern that the anti-
communist hysteria which is the basis of
Reagan's foreign and military policies will
result in new military interventions in Latin
America and other areas, and that Reagan
is implacably set on a course of a continuing
arms race that presents a deadly danger to
the survival of humanity.

Yet there is one great ray of hope and sal-
vation in this grim picture of the state of
the Union, and that is the people of Amer-
ica. In the great majority, Americans are a
decent, humane and patriotic people. And
despite widespread confusion spread by the
“double speak” in the rhetoric of the
present administration about the true
nature of patriotism, they truly love this
country and its great democratic and revolu-
tionary traditions, and they share a commit-
ment for peace and social justice.

The key to the salvation of our beloved
nation lies in the renewal of the patriotic
spirit. The founders of our country and sub-
sequent patriot-heroes understood the need
for such a periodic renewal:

“[It is necessary] that we frequently re-
fresh our patriotism by reference to first
principles.”—Thomas Paine.

“The American war is over, but this is far
from being the case with the American Rev-
olution. On the contrary, nothing but the
first act of the great drama is closed.”—Ben-
jamin Rush, 1787.

“, . . that this nation shall have a new
birth of freedom—and that government of
the people, by the people shall not perish
from the earth.”—Lincoln’s Gettysburg Ad-
dress.

Such re-examinations and renewals of the
American spirit did in fact take place, nota-
bly in the struggle for the Bill of Rights,
against slavery in the Civil War and against
the Nazi menace in World War II.

The people of America once again need a
renaissance of the spirit of the American
Revolution. They need to rediscover the ele-
ments of a genuine American patriotism:
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first of all, the impassioned, humanist con-
cern for the welfare of our people, and
above all for the poorest, most deprived, the
powerless; secondly, a profound love for our
land—our forests, rivers, lakes and seashores

. . our “spacious skies,” “amber waves of
grain,” “purple mountain majesties above
the fruited plain”; and finally an obsessive
dedication to the democratic ideals em-
bodied in our Declaration of Independence
and the Bill of Rights—a commitment to
the expansion and extension of democracy
to every aspect of our lives and to every
American without favor or exception.

With that patriotic renaissance will come
the understanding that the true national in-
terests of our people are fully compatible
with the national interests and aspirations
of people everywhere, and that genuine na-
tional security lies not in macho belliger-
ence and the stockpiling of weapons of
horror and destruction, but rather on this
shrunken planet, in the just and peaceful
resolution of international conflict.

There is a global struggle underway for
the hearts and minds of the human race; ba-
sically it is a struggle between the democrat-
ic ideal and the systems of dictatorship, left
or right. The Soviet Union is our adversary,
but it presents a powerful challenge rather
than a military threat. The best defense of
our country and of the ideal of democracy
depends on our ability to prove to the world
that democracy can give a happier, more
fulfilling, more rewarding life for all; that it
can give its people a higher standard of
living, better health care, a better educa-
tion, a richer and more diverse culture, full
employment; that it can abolish racism and
sexism, resolve the problems of energy and
pollution, help feed the hungry and supply
greater aid to developing nations.

Inspired and motivated by such a patriot-
ic/spiritual rebirth, we can restore the vigor
and idealism of our nation, re-establish a na-
tional sense of purpose in which we can take
pride and earn once again the respect, grati-
tud:ladand appreciation of the peoples of the
world.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I
should point out that this editorial
was unusual inasmuch as it was
signed. The authority was identified as
John Rossen, “a retired businessman
who is secretary of the Chicago-based
New Patriot Alliance.” But it appeared
on the editorial page in the top posi-
tion reserved for the lead editorial.
Mr. Rossen and the Chicago Tribune
deserve congratulations for catching
an inspiring interpretation of the
meaning of the Fourth of July, as well
as a startling change in what for years
has been the public perception of the
Chicago Tribune.

CAN WE LIMIT A SUPERPOWER NUCLEAR WAR?

Mr. President, in the summer issue
of Foreign Affairs, Albert Wohlstetter
becomes among the very few experts
to go beyond the griin options that
face this nuclear superpower, this
America of ours, in discussing our mili-
tary policies in this age of nuclear
weapons. Wohlstetter is president of
the European American Institute for
Security Research. Mr. Wohlstetter
argues in detail that, for most of the
nuclear age, we have relied on nuclear
deterrence—that is, mutual assured
destruction or MAD.
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Now we face the growing power of
nuclear arsensals and the prospect of
an overwhelming environmental disas-
ter, in the form of nuclear winter.
Wohlstetter contends there is an
option besides the deterrence of
mutual assured destruction or surren-
der. In a U.S.A-USS.R. armed con-
flict, both sides would have every
reason not only to prevent war but to
carefully limit nuclear activity once
such a war started to a level that
would not be suicidal. A nuclear attack
on cities by either superpower would
run the final risk of igniting a nuclear
winter and the even more certain risk
of a tit-for-tat retaliation. In view of
the immense power of nuclear weap-
ons and the colossal number of such
weapons on both sides, such an attack
and response would at the very least
mean the end of both nations as orga-
nized societies. The stake in stopping
the hostilities as soon as possible, and
in keeping the damage stringently lim-
ited, would be infinite.

So what? So Wohlstetter argues that
we should venture a solid step beyond
MAD. A superpower nuclear war
might be the end of the world. But,
then again, it might not. The disci-
pline of total destruction is so great on
both sides that a superpower war
could, in his view, be fought with a re-
straint that could permit both nations
to survive. This is quite a challenge
Mr. Wohlstetter presents. Could we
meet it? Would the Soviet Union meet
it? Obviously both superpowers would
have to fully meet this acid test of re-
straint.

Let’s consider that possibility. What
is the first simple principle in war? We
learned it again as recently as in Viet-
nam. It is that we do not fight at all, if
we do not intend to win. We have
learned that, at least until this nuclear
age, wars have not created an atmos-
phere of restraint or caution. Wars
have created on both sides a will to die
if necessary but never surrender, never
quit, never give in. And certainly never
give in when your side has the military
capacity to utterly destroy the enemy.
Would we exercise this kind of res-
taint? Would the Soviets?

Consider the immensity of nuclear
weapons, the total, devastating de-
struction they would wreak. Obvious-
ly, that counsels restraint. But the ter-
rible brevity of time seriously compli-
cates the prospects of restraints. Our
last big war—World War II—was like
previous great power wars, It dragged
on for years. In a few hours, a super-
power nuclear war would be over. In a
few agonizing minutes, Gorbachev and
Reagan or their successors would have
to make the decision whether to re-
strain their immense power and, if so,
how much.

QOur military doctrine today calls on
our forces in Europe to react to a suc-
cessful Soviet conventional break-
through with tactical nuclear weap-
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ons. This reaction is based on two as-
sumptions. First, our tactical nuclear
weapons could have a decisive turning
point effect in stopping the Russian
offensive. Second, the very reckless-
ness demonstrated by such a quick
resort to nuclear weapons would speak
out as no rhetoric possibly could that
the United States intended to use
whatever military power turned out to
be necessary to avoid defeat. Would
this quick, limited resort to nuclear
weapons stop such a Soviet offensive?

Maybe the shock of a tactical nucle-
ar defense would stop the U.S.S.R.
cold. But maybe not. No one knows.
Once a nuclear war starts, logic and
good sense are not always in the driv-
er's seat. It might end at once with no
further casualties. Logically, from the
standpoint of both superpowers, it
should. But the Soviets are human
enough to react in a paroxysm of fury
and frustration with an all-out pre-
emptive attack on American missile
bases, submarine pens, and bomber
bases.

In a previous speech, I pointed out
that the U.S. Air Force has called for
working out carefully and in detail
just what this country should do to
contain and restrain and end such a
nuclear beginning. Certainly if we

plan first use of atomic weapons under
any circumstances, we should have a
carefully developed plan to confine
such a beginning. Do we have it? Of
course, there is one obvious obligation:
Once a nuclear war begins, we have a
simple, single mission: Stop it. Once it

begins, we must make it as easy as pos-
sible for both sides to end hostilities,
to pull back without any loss of face of
any kind.

Wohlstetter concludes that ideo-
logues of the West would like “to fore-
close any Western options for respond-
ing to nuclear attack other than the
extremes of bringing on the apoca-
lypse or giving up.” Wohlstetter offers
a third option. Like the other two op-
tions, it is immensely dangerous.
Under the circumstances, it is a far
better option than surrender or death.
Of course, the best option, the option
that deserves, as the Catholic bishops
put it, all of our spiritual and material
resources, is the prevention of any nu-
clear hostilities. Once nuclear war
begins, restraint will be extraordinari-
ly difficult. It must be exercised by
both superpowers. The Russians must
depend on Ronald Reagan. Americans
will have to rely on Mikhail Gorba-
chev. Good luck.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the conclusion of Mr. Wohl-
stetter’s article entitled: “Between an
Unfree World and None” be printed in
the RECORD.

There being no objection, the con-
clusion was ordered to be printed in
the REcORD, as follows:

Let me summarize:
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First, there is a substantial probability
that if, in the course of a war, the oppo-
nents were to explode many thousands of
high-yield nuclear weapons over targets in
cities, they would directly kill or maim so
many civilians and destroy so much of the
substructure of civil society that little would
be left of civilization on either side.

Second, while there are very large uncer-
tainties that will not soon be resolved, there
is also some finite chance that, aside from
the enormous direct local destruction, such
attacks might have global consequences en-
dangering the species.

Third, this apocalyptic possibility under-
lines the necessity not only for relying less
on nuclear weapons to counter conventional
attack, but also for exercising restraint and
discrimination in responding to nuclear
attack. It does not mean that we have to
ignore the long Western tradition that im-
poses constraints on conflict and calls for
discrimination and proportionality. On the
contrary, it makes that tradition more rele-
vant than ever. It forms one more knock-
down argument against preparing to re-
spond to nuclear attack by destroying inno-
cent bystanders in mass, and against es-
chewing any capability to respond by at-
tacking military targets effectively with the
least harm done to population that we can
manage, including the least danger of initi-
ating a nuclear winter.

Fourth, we do not have to subordinate all
considerations of freedom in order to avoid
the apocalypse. On the contrary, the
chances of our avoiding catastrophe are
much larger if Western leaders keep their
heads and freedom of choice. Raymond
Aron and Sidney Hook both pointed out
that submission to a totalitarian power
would not eliminate the risk of war. Nor, in
a world that has known nuclear weapons,
would it eliminate the possibility that the
violence of such a war might climb to the
nuclear level.

They were right. Communist Vietnam has
attacked communist Kampuchea. Commu-
nist China has fought Vietnam. And the
only two nuclear-armed countries whose
military forces have ever been locked in
battle are communist China and the Soviet
Union. Even a nominally single totalitarian
world is quite capable of dissolving into
what would then have to be called civil wars
rather than wars between nations. Nuclear
weapons can easily be hidden, and also
rather easily and quickly produced as a by-
product of nuclear electric power. They can
be delivered by civil as well as ordinary mili-
tary aircraft. In such a world, conventional
conflicts could lead to the use of nuclear
weapons and also to the mindless expansion
of such use.

Fifth, escalation, of course, would not be
inevitable even then. The People's Republic
of China and the Soviet Union have used
military force against each other warily. For
the Chinese and Soviet communists, it is ob-
viously “better to be red than dead.” But
then there is nothing inevitable about the
escalation by a democratic government of
the use of nuclear weapons to universal
ruin, though it sometimes seems that ideolo-
gues in the West would like to make it so.
They would like, at any rate, to foreclose
any Western options for responding to nu-
clear attack other than the extremes of
bringing on the apocalypse or giving up.
Those who conjure up a vision of an immi-
nent apocalypse to lend urgency to the po-
tential surrender of Western autonomy
would not eliminate that nightmare by sub-
ordinating the West to totalitarian power.
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In short, the alternatives are not whether to
be red or dead. It is possible to be both red
and dead. Or neither.

CIVIL RIGHTS

MYTH

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, the
Reagan administration believes in vig-
orous enforcement of the civil rights
laws. It has only been cutting back on
excesses. Both President Reagan and
his Assistant Attorney General for
Civil Rights, William Bradford Reyn-
olds, have asserted that this adminis-
tration has enforced the civil rights
laws more vigorously than any prior
administration.

In his Saturday radio address of
June 14, 1985, the President said that
“for the last 4% years this administra-
tion has acted vigorously to defend
and extend every American's funda-
mental right to equal treatment.” And
declared further: “We have a proud
record on civil rights.” The President
dismisses controversy over his policies
as nothing more than disagreement
over his attempts to curtail the use of
quotas.

REALITY

In reality, this administration has
curtailed civil rights enforcement
across the board. It has consistently
opposed the interests of blacks,
women, hispanics, and the handi-
capped.

EXAMPLES

The administration reversed long-
standing IRS policy that denied tax
deductions for contributions to schools
that segregate students on the basis of
race. The Supreme Court overwhelm-
ingly rejected the administration’s po-
sition.

The Reagan administration failed to
object under the Voting Rights Act to
the moving of a polling place in Selma,
AL, from a community center in the
black community to the Selma court-
house, in spite of the fact that voting
participation by blacks dropped sharp-
ly after the switch. The administra-
tion callously suggested that the
change was justified because there was
more parking at the courthouse.

Five times William Bradford Reyn-
olds has approved changes in State
election laws only to have Federal
courts brand those changes racially
discriminatory under the Voting
Rights Act.

The administration has launched an
all-out assault on affirmative action by
challenging 51 consent decrees, many
of which prior administrations negoti-
ated. The administration has argued
that the consent decrees discriminate
against whites, regardless of the pro-
tests of the defendants—primarily
white local officials—that the decrees
are creating opportunity for disadvan-
taged blacks and promoting racial har-
mony.
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Perhaps, most revealing, a recent
count revealed that of the last 20 non-
criminal briefs filed by the Reagan
Civil Rights Division in the courts of
appeals—dating back to January
1984—not a single one has supported
blacks—the group that the Civil
Rights Division undeniably was cre-
ated to assist. Similarly, of the nine
noncriminal civil rights briefs filed in
the Supreme Court during that same
period by the administration, only one
supported blacks. This is an astonish-
ing reversal of the Government's tra-
ditional position on civil rights issues.

Finally, the President consistently
refers to a golden age of consensus on
civil rights, presumably during the
1960’s. For example, in his June 14,
1985, radio address, President Reagan
stated that the Declaration of Inde-
pendence:

Inspired our nation to reach new heights
of human freedom, but its promise was not
complete until we abolished the shame of
slavery from our land and, in the lifetime of
many of us, wrote the civil rights statutes
that outlawed discrimination by race, reli-
gion, gender, or national origin.

In reality, of course, this golden age
of consensus never existed because
Ronald Reagan and his ilk opposed
every civil rights initiative. His praise
for the civil rights statutes is disingen-
uous, since he opposed all of them. He
termed the 1964 Civil Rights Act “a
bad piece of legislation.” He opposed
the 1965 Voting Rights Act as “humi-
liating to the South.” Given this
record, it is no wonder that President
Reagan’s administration has failed to
enforce these laws on behalf of mi-
norities.

THE CONSEQUENCES OF UNITED
STATES MILITARY AND ECO-
NOMIC POLICY IN NICARAGUA

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, on
Juiy 3, Congressman ROBERT Kas-
TENMEIER of Wisconsin held a hearing
at the University of Wisconsin in
Madison on United States policy in
Central America and especially in
Nicaragua. A number of remarkably
well informed witnesses, many of
whom had recently visited Nicaragua
or lived in Nicaragua, testified. One of
the most detailed and useful analyses
was made by a University of Wisconsin
scholar and professor from the univer-
sity land tenure center, named Wil-
liam Thiesenhusen. Dr. Thiesenhu-
sen’s paper provided a wealth of facts
about this beleaguered little country
that tell a vivid story of the country’s
progress, its successes and failures,
and the consequences of American
policy on its people and its future.

I ask unanimous consent that an ex-
cerpt from the Thiesenhusen paper be
printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:
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EXCERPT

1. The economic growth rate for Nicara-
gua under the Sandinistas from 1981 to 1984
was 8.8 percent. This four-year average is
higher than that experienced by 15 of the
21 Latin American countries on which the
U.N. has data.

But where most other countries are pull-
ing out of the recessionary period of the
early 1980s, Nicaragua is not. In 1984, a year
that was relatively good throughout the
hemisphere, Nicaragua had a dismal growth
rate of 0.5 percent compared to a rate of 2.6
percent for Latin America as a whole. Be-
cause the rate of population growth is so
high, the rate of growth per capita has been
strongly negative in the 1980s, and the only
consolation is that it was less strongly nega-
tive than most other countries of Latin
America. In Latin America, only Haiti, Bo-
livia, and Honduras have lower GNPs per
capita than Nicaragua.?

2. Under the former government, Nicara-
gua's illiteracy was at one of the highest
levels in Latin America. It is now consider-
ably lower than other countries having simi-
lar incomes per capita.* The InterAmerican
Development Bank put its literacy rate at
88 percent in 1981, while Guatemala's was
56.6 percent, Honduras was 37 percent, El
Salvador was T1 percent.® The literacy rate
for Nicaragua in 1974 was 52.6 percent.®

3. Nicaragua had an extremely concentrat-
ed distribution of income before 1979 and
virtually no agrarian reform. The Somoza
dynasty owned at least 25 percent of the
economy. The revolution brought agrarian
reform to about 28 percent of the country’s
farmland. Enormous farms—those over 350
hectares—dropped from including 41 per-
cent of farmland in 1978 to 11.5 percent in
1984, mostly as Somoza farms were brought
into the public sector. Chicken, rice, bean,
and corn production was considerably
higher in 1983 than before the revolution
(in the cases of chickens and rice, produc-
tion doubled). The production of coffee was
about the same, while production of meat,
cotton, and milk was considerably lower
after the revolution than before.

Of course, one of the goals of the revolu-
tion was to increase the production of the
country's staples, corn and beans. This was
because the growth which Nicaragua experi-
enced prior to the revolution was very con-
centrated in its export sector. Some growth
in staples was attained under the Sandinista
government. The economic program after
1979 was also designed to keep up principal
exports so that foreign exchange could be
earned. That was done less well.” The
reason that meat faired so badly was prob-
ably because the revolution upset it most.
Somoza dominated livestock in Nicaragua
while he was in power, introducing it for
export diversification in the 1960s and
1970s.#%

4. The bulk of foreign aid to Nicaragua (80
percent) came from other Latin American
countries from 1979 to 1984. Seventy per-
cent of total Latin American aid came from
Mexico which offered Nicaragua about a
half billion dollars worth of petroleum prod-
ucts. If petrol is not forthcoming, Nicara-
gua's economy will come to a sorrier state
than it is now, a fact well known to those
who mined the harbor at Corinto last
summer and burned storage tanks there.
Most of the remainder of non-Latin Ameri-
can foreign aid to Nicaragua came from the
EEC which supplied more foreign aid to

Footnotes at end of article.
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Nicaragua than to any other of the Central
American countries.®

5. We should remember that damages
which the contras have inflicted on the
country have been large, being estimated in
1984 for the four-year period as over $100
million in infrastructure and another $100
million in lost production. (The revolution
itself resulted in $78 million damage to in-
frastructure and about $400 million in lost
production.) 1

Nicaraguans have now begun to experi-
ence enormous wage-goods price increases
to compensate for shortages. This drives
down real income of the very poor as well as
cutting into that of the middle class, upset-
ting whatever real gains that came to them
from the revolution. In the process, a vola-
tile political combination is created.

From February to May 1985, price rises of
333 percent were authorized for some key
consumption goods. Furthermore, as of
May, the cost of a long-distance phone call
jumped 3,000 percent over the price of the
same call in April. One governmental pre-
diction is that industrial production will
drop 5 percent in 1985 when compared with
1984 due to the lack of dollars to buy im-
ports. (This prediction was made before the
embargo.)

These price rises also reflect the fact that
government subsidies are being reduced. In
order that the fruits of the revolution be
shared with lower classes, the government
subsidized basic foodstuffs by $700 million
and built more than $1 billion in social and
economic infrastructure. This has now
stopped.!! This is part of a program, which
included a whopping devaluation, an-
nounced in February 1984 to increase public
revenue also by raising taxes, freezing gov-
erniment recruitment, and curtailing public
spending. By so doing, economists in the
Nicaraguan government feel that the fiscal
deficit should be 25 percent lower in 1985
than in 1984, The hope is that tax increases
will result in 41 percent more revenue and
growth in spending will be held to 17 per-
cent instead of 40 percent as last year.'2 A
thriving black market exists in Managua as
a result of these economic problems; the in-
formal sector is flourishing. Prices are high,
so while the middle class may get at least
some of what it needs, the lower class
cannot.

Terms of trade are now strongly against
Nicaragua: the price difference for what
Nicaragua imports and what she exports is
marked. Previously it took one quintale of
coffee to buy sixty barrels of oil; now it buys
only four,

6. Through all of this, Nicaragua has
taken certain pains to work within the
banking system and to strengthen the do-
mestic capitalist sector.

Although it has almost no hard currency
to buy imports, the government announced
two weeks ago that it was paying $3 million
to its creditors at the same time it delayed
for one year $295 million in interest and am-
ortization payments on its debt of $4.5 bil-
lion. More than half of Nicaragua's 130
creditor banks are American, and this re-
payment comes two months after the trade
embargo which could cost the Nicaraguans
$60 million in lost exports. According to the
agreement, Nicaragua will' pay $15 million
over the next year.18

Even this year the government has prom-
ised higher prices for corn and beans. It has
also offered a higher-than-normal exchange
rate of dollars into cordobas for firms which
export.

7. The matter of the U.S. embargo against
Nicaragua set off a chain reaction and
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almost universal condemnation by Latin
American countries (with the exception of
El Salvador and Honduras). Most of them
issued strong statements of opposition to
the embargo, as did the Latin American
Economic System (SELA), the Organization
of Non-Aligned Countries, the usually pro-
U.S. Caribbean Economic Community, the
Inter-American Regional Organization of
Workers. Through the Sandinista regime,
the value of exports from Nicaragua ab-
sorbed by the U.S. dropped from 80 percent
to 17 percent, so the difficulty for the coun-
try now is to find new markets. By and
large, Nicaragua seems to have been fairly
successful in this pursuit. Bananas which
ordinarily went to the U.S. will go to Bel-
gium, meat will probably go to Mexico, Ven-
ezuela, Canada, and the EEC.

More difficult may be the issue of im-
ports, 30 percent of which come from the
U.8. These usually include pesticides, fertil-
izers, pharmaceuticals, and spare parts for
which the Nicaraguans may be able to shop
in Panama.

A good bit of the unresolved problem is
with infrastructure. The national refinery is
U.S. built, the country’s road-building
equipment came from the U.S., as does the
edible oil and cotton-processing equipment.
When these break down, it will truly be dif-
ficult to fix them.

What Nicaragua has done in response is to
set up a bank for spare auto parts, establish
a foundry to try to make certain parts, pro-
mote a food self-sufficiency program, and
create a stronger state system for distribu-
tion. We don’t know how successful the new
ventures will be.

Also there have been new pledges of
petrol from the Soviet Union; Italy, Fin-
land, Sweden, France, and Spain have prom-
ised more help. Workers at one John Deere
plant in Spain are privately sending US
$10,000 worth of spare parts. As soon as
President Ortega returned home from this
trip, Vice-President Ramirez set off for Bel-
glum, West Germany, and Austria to contin-
ue the fund-raising effort.

Meanwhile, Mexico will, for the time
being, agree not to press Nicaragua for past
oil debts and will contribute more, and
Canada will establish the office of trade re-
lations which is being removed from
Miami, 14

Before the embargo, it was estimated that
Nicaragua would export about $461 million
in goods, mainly agricultural products, in
1985. She needs imports of about $700 mil-
lion just to keep the economic apparatus
working at its present levels in raw materi-
als. This does not count consumer goods
which are usually needed to pacify some-
what middle-class opponents or prospective
opponents. With these economic prospects
in mind, what Nicaragua's relations with
the international banking community will
be one year from today is anybody’s guess.

IV,

Whether or not the U.S. intervenes mili-
tarily, a great deal of damage has been al-
ready done to the Nicaraguan economy; the
contras will see to it that this damage con-
tinues. Meanwhile, the suffering of the
Nicaraguans will intensify. While we as a
country cannot take the blame for any mis-
management of resources that may have oc-
curred in Sandinista Nicaragua, it is clear
that we can and will be blamed even if Nica-
ragua simply drowns in her own debts.

I think the quote from Edgar Chamorro is
s0 important that, in closing, I would like to
repeat a sentence from it. Speaking of the
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aild to the contras bill which the House
passed, he said:

“This will not end the conflict; it will only
make matters worse. Rather than engage
itself further economically or militarily, the
best course for the United States is to dis-
tance itself from the conflict, encourage po-
litical dialogue, and support Latin American
countries in their effort to prevent a region-
al war."” 1%
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REMEMBRANCE OF THE
HOLOCAUST IN POLAND

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, re-
cently in Tarnogrod, Poland, a small
group of visitors from Israel, the
United States and France gathered to
hear hundreds of local schoolchil-
dren—all non-Jews—promise to look
after the recently discovered common
grave of the more than 2,500 Jews who
were shot there by the Nazis in 1942.

This event, Mr. President, symbol-
ized an increasing degree of sympathy
and awareness in Poland for the plight
of Jews during World War I1.

The occasion was the dedication of a
Holocaust monument commissioned
by Joseph Schorer, an American who,
for 43 years, felt the need to honor his
parents who were victims shot in the
pit that the Nazis had forced the Jews
of Tarnogrod to construct.

Mr. Schorer was a 14 year-old boy
staying with relatives in the Soviet
Union at the time of his parents’
deaths.

He learned of his parents’ deaths
after the war and deplored the fact
that the bodies of victims in Tarno-
grod, including his parents’, had never
been found.

Mr. Schorer recalled that, “I have
always been jealous when I saw people
placing flowers on the graves of rela-
tives.”

So, 2 years ago, with the approval of
the Polish Government, Schorer hired
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students to search for the missing re-
mains of the Jews at Tarnogrod.

The dedication of the Holocaust
monument brought Schorer's project
to fruition.

More mindful of the plight of the
Jews during World War II, the Polish
Government, according to a report in
the June 24 New York Times, is trying
to erase the image of complicity of the
Polish people in the Nazi atrocities of
World War II.

The Polish Government, for exam-
ple, has been protesting a recent
French film, which suggests that Nazi
death camps were built in Poland be-
cause the Poles were anti-Semites will-
ing to assist the Nazis in their genoci-
dal plans. The government’s protest
cites the fact that while the French
Vichy Government collaborated with
the Nazis, there was no organized pro-
German effort in Poland and the larg-
est resistance armies fighting against
Germany in World War II were in
Poland.

In addition, the greatest number of
gentiles honored a Yad Vashem, the
Holocaust memorial in Jerusalem,
were Poles.

The present Polish Government is
actively seeking contacts with Jewish
groups abroad in its efforts to improve
relations with Jews. An increasing
desire to preserve the Jewish tradition
in Poland has developed recently.

The present Polish Government is
considering the establishment of a
Jewish museum, is promoting the
preservation of synagogues and Jewish
cemeteries, and is introducing academ-
ic study of Jewish languages and
thought.

Amon Dior, a writer and former Is-
raeli diplomat, has said that,

The Jewish people have long had an am-
bivalent attitude to Poles, but I must say
that I am now really confused by the
warmth of our welcome. I think the atti-
tudes that were expressed may represent a
new beginning in the complicated histories
of Poles and Jews.

Despite these encouraging develop-
ments, it is important to remember
that Poland’s current attitudes toward
Jews have been shaped in large part
by the fact that there are hardly any
Jews now in Poland. The legacy of the
Holocaust must not be forgotten.

According to the New York Times, it
was as recently as 1968 that the Polish
Government sanctioned purges against
Jews. While the Poles now being rec-
ognized for their heroic actions
against the Nazi Holocaust rightly de-
serve their honors, we cannot forget
those who did aid and abet the Nazi
effort in Poland.

Likewise, the United States must
commit itself to punishing those who
aided the Nazis in their genocidal acts.
In that respect, the Genocide Conven-
tion would pledge America to ensuring
that these types of deeds do not go un-
punished. Mr. President I urge Senate
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ratification of the Genocide Conven-
tion.

ROUTINE MORNING BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, there will now be a
period for the transaction of routine
morning business, not to extend
beyond 1:30 p.m., with statements
therein limited to 5 minutes each.

The Senator from Montana.

THE STATE DEPARTMENT
PHILIPPINE FIASCO

Mr. MELCHER. Mr. President, the
reelection of President Marcos or the
election of a new President of the
Philippines in 1987 is up to Filipino
voters, not the United States. Neither
paupers nor puppets, the Philippines
are the proud partners of American
democracy in Southeast Asia, our ally
for 87 years, and the gateway to all of
South Asia and the back door of the
Middle East.

Good United States-Philippine rela-
tionships depend upon maintaining
our defense alliance, improving trade,
and broadening cultural-educational
ties.

The strategic location of the Philip-
pines, with its 53 million English-
speaking people, makes the alliance
extremely vital. Subic Bay Naval Base
and Clark Air Force Base, leased in
the Philippines, are the strategic U.S.
bases in Southeast Asia. They counter-
balance the Russian air bases in Viet-
nam as well as Cam Ranh Bay that
have made it possible for the Soviets
to conduct regular naval patrols and
maintain continuous air surveillance
south of China.

But the Reagan administration’s of-
fensive tinkering with internal Philip-
pine economic reforms—rather than
concentrating on three goals that are
in the true best interests of both our
countries—is jeopardizing that alli-
ance.

Let us examine those three essential
goals:

President Ferdinand Marcos must
soon decide whether to retain Gen.
Fidel Ramos as armed forces chief of
staff on a permanent basis. Ramos, a
1950 West Point graduate and a class-
mate of U.S. Army chief of staff, Gen-
eral Wickham, is highly respected
both here and in the Philippines.
Marcos calls him his nephew and
relied on him as a 14-year-old courier
when Marcos led Filipino troops
against the Japanese occupation
forces. But Marcos’ ties to Gen. Fabien
Ver, the former armed forces chief of
staff who is now on trial on charges of
being part of the Aquino assassination,
go back even further. If Ver is acquit-
ted by the courts and gets his old job
back displacing Ramos, shock waves
would rock business and political cir-
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cles in the Philippines and devastate
U.S. military and diplomatic relation-
ships.

Our second common goal, related to
the first, is to control the insurgents,
who are a mixed bag of dissidents,
frustrated Filipinos dissatisfied with
the Marcos government, a corps of
Maoist-leaning Communists, and a
sprinkling of bandits, all of them
armed with Philippine Armed Forces
weapons stolen, captured, or illegally
purchased from the Philippine Armed
Forces. The insurgents—who now
number about 10,000—carry out only
limited guerrilla activities. But their
numbers could easily increase as the
current Philippine economic depres-
sion worsens. Acts of military abuse
and killings plague the Philippine
Armed Forces. Ramos is generally
viewed as the best hope for discipline
and control of the military, to stop the
abuses, and to nullify further insur-
gent gains.

As to the third goal, the Filipino
people are democratized and hold dear
the rights of political and personal
freedom. From Barrio, Barangay, and
city, they vote much more heavily
than we do. The 1984 general election
for the 180 seats in their legislative as-
sembly, the Batasan, recorded more
than an 80-percent voter turnout. Op-
ponents of the Marcos government
were successful in winning nearly 60
seats. Credited with the high voter
turnout was the grassroots citizen or-
ganization—the National Movement
for Free Elections [NAMFREL]. Over
300,000 volunteers did poll watching
and counted ballots. Our third goal,
then, is to assure President Marcos’ ac-
creditation of NAMFREL for the
coming elections, for this is the over-
riding political issue for the Filipino
people.

These are attainable goals, but in-
stead of bending its efforts to achiev-
ing them, the U.S. State Department
has been undercutting them by med-
dling with economic reform require-
ments that have infuriated the Marcos
government and frustrated United
States-Philippine business interests.

There is no reason for the United
States to delay food shipments, yet
this year Secretary of State Shultz in-
stituted a three-pronged economic
reform strategy for wheat milling and
flour distribution within the Philip-
pines. That held up a U.S. wheat sale
for many months. In April, Marcos
agreed to the first two State Depart-
ment requests, but strongly objected
to a third requirement that the Philip-
pine Government have no involvement
in any U.S. wheat purchases, leaving it
entirely to the private sector. This re-
quirement offended Marcos as an un-
warranted intrusion into Philippine af-
fairs, and prompted a review of offers
of wheat sales from Australian inter-
ests.
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The U.S. wheat sale was held up
until June. U.S. wheat producers
wrote to Shultz to point out that the
60 countries buying U.S. wheat buy it
all through their own government
agencies. The State Department re-
plied that Guatemala purchased
wheat from the United States only
through private enterprise companies.
In other words, only one country buys
wheat from us the way Secretary
Shultz wants the Philippines to buy it.
Surely only one exception proves the
rule. What Secretary Shultz views as
an oppressive practice by the Philip-
pine Government is actually the pur-
chasing norm throughout the world.

The State Department demands not
only angered Marcos, but incensed
wheat producers and their congres-
sional representatives, who cannot un-
derstand why sales are blocked when
we have a mountain of priced-depress-
ing surplus wheat in storage.

Further aggravating the situation,
Secretary Shultz’ econemic reform de-
mands then blocked a rice sale until
the Philippines changed the system of
pricing, sale, and distribution of fertil-
izer to their rice farmers.

In neither case, wheat sale or rice
sale, can I find one State Department
official who can lucidly present the
whys and wherefores of the reform.
And no one in the U.S. Department of
Agriculture has the courage to chal-
lenge the reform’s lack of merit.

Although the Philippine Govern-
ment has been criticized for cronyism
to benefit business friends of Marcos,
the critics, both within the Reagan ad-
ministration and among native politi-
cal opposition to Marcos, have not
made any compelling case for barring
the Government from buying wheat or
for the rice fertilizer requirements
Shultz seeks to institute.

The resulting flour shortages and
the potential rice shortage in the Phil-
ippines may alienate some of the
people against us or Marcos or both.
At the same time, U.S. farm producers
are perplexed and upset by the
Reagan administration’s roadblocking
of agricultural trade with a smaller,
friendly, trading partner when we do
not make economic reform a require-
ment for the purchase of U.S. grain by
the countries within the Russian orbit,
China, most of Africa, South and Cen-
tral America, and the European Com-
munity. The grain embargo President
Carter imposed against Russia for its
invasion of Afghanistan at least had a
valid foreign policy purpose—even
though U.S. grain producers paid
dearly for it in depressed grain prices.
Carter's decision was unmercifully
flogged in the 1980 campaign and the
embargo was lifted in 1981. So today
we sell wheat to Russia but hold up
food sales to the Philippines. The
irony makes one suspect that having
given the Reds all the wheat they
want to buy, Secretary Shultz now
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wants to look like John Wayne
straightening out our little brown Fili-
pino brothers.

In any case, the United States has
more to lose than the Philippines,
since wheat and rice are available to
that country from a score of other na-
tions. The Filipino people obviously
like us despite our heavy-handedness,
however, so they waited until Shultz
relented and the sales were made.
Still, that leaves unanswered the ques-
tion of why Secretary Shultz has pur-
sued a policy seemingly designed to
hurt us economically and strategically.
With all his troubles trying to
straighten out the Middle East and
Central America, while negotiating
with Russia on nuclear arms limita-
tions, it would seem only natural for
the Secretary to want to encourage
mutually beneficial trade with the
Philippines.

Yet antogonizing the Philippines
seems to obsess a State Department
that is not doing very well anywhere
in the world. If there were a consistent
U.S. strategic defense policy or a con-
sistent U.S. trade policy—which there
isn’t—where in the world would this
Philippine food fiasco fit into it?

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the RECORD a
letter I wrote to Secretary Shultz
asking for an explanation and all of
the paper work connected with the
blockage of the wheat and rice sale to
the Philippines.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

U.S. SENATE,
July 10, 1985.
Hon. GEORGE P. SHULTZ,
Secretary of State, Department of State,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SECRETARY SHULTZ: I am writing to
request copies of communications between
your Department and the Philippine gov-
ernment, the U.S. Embassy in Manila, and
private interests, as well as internal Depart-
ment memos and communications since Jan-
uary 1, 1985, relating to:

(1) The pending GSM-102 sale of U.S.
wheat to the Philippines;

(2) The recently signed Pub. L. 480 Title I
sale of rice to the Philippines; and

(3) Continuing efforts to provide rice
under Pub. L. 480 Title II for Cardinal
Jaime Sin's feeding program in Manila.

As a result of conversations I have had
with organizations representing U.S. food
producers, as well as officials in the State
Department and the Philippine govern-
ment, I believe that there have been unwar-
ranted delays in the State Department’s ap-
proval in each of these areas to the detri-
ment of U.S. food producers, continued good
relations between the people of the United
States and the Philippines, and the nutri-
tional needs of many Filipinos.

The Pub, L. 480 Title I sale of $40 million
in rice to the Philippines finally has been
signed, but was delayed several months, The
GSM-102 wheat sale was stalled for four
months or more, and the additional Title IT
rice grant has yet to be approved.
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I believe that it is vital that these delays
be avoided. In order to avoid such delays, I
wish to review State Department communi-
cation, memos, and other documents con-
cerning the three transactions listed above.

Sincerely,
JOHN MELCHER.

Mr. MELCHER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the REcorp my June 15, 1985, letter to
President Marcos emphasizing my con-
cerns that General Ramos remain as
Chief of Staff, that military abuses be
corrected, and that the National
Movement for Free Elections [NAM-
FREL] be accredited for the coming
elections.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the
REecoRrb, as follows:

UNITED STATES SENATE.
President FERDINAND MARCOS,
Malacanang Palace,
Republic of the Philippines.

DEeAR MR. PRESIDENT: Only three days ago,
on June 12, I went to your embassy in recog-
nition of the Philippine 87th anniversary of
independence from Spain. It is an anniver-
sary that is mutually shared by the actions
of our two countries. I seek by this letter to
communicate to you my earnest thoughts
on the mutual accord of our two countries.

First of all, I want to thank you again for
the fine hospitality extended by you and
the First Lady, Ambassador Romualdez,
Minister Tanchanco, Minister Escodero,
Minister Cendana, Minister Montez, Speak-
er Yniguez, and thousands more friendly
Filipinos who made our week’s stay in your
lovely and marvelous country during Febru-
ary a great experience. On behalf of my
wife, Ruth, my aides, and Commander Fin-
dley, I wish to convey to you our gratitude
and thanks.

Since our last visit, I was pleased to note
the progress that the government of the
Philippines and the Filipino people have
made in curtailing some of the country's
economic problems and the progress that is
easily visible in affirmation of the principles
of democracy, the freedom of expression
and assembly.

Mr. President, let me respectfully com-
pare my observations on these matters as 1
perceived them in our visit to the Philip-
pines in December of 1983 with our recent
visit in February. As the first United States
Senator to visit the Philippines following
the Aquino assassination, I found in 1983
tension and fear expressed by many in the
United States and a few in the Philippines
for personal safety of individuals in the
Philippine. I found that to be grossly exag-
gerated.

Our visit this year coincided with U.S.
news reports of exaggerated restraints on
rallies or public demonstrations. Despite the
impression given by the media that rallies
could result in violence, I participated this
past February in a rally in Luneta Park for
upholding the moral values and safeguard-
ing women and children, which I note is a
centerpiece for the high morality of the Fil-
ipino people. The rally, participated in by
ten thousand people, was a free and open
use of the right of assembly. Likewise, I also
observed several hundred farmers protest-
ing on the sidewalk snd on the street in
front of the Ministry of Agriculture, obvi-
ously expressing their right to assemble.

On meeting with opposition leaders in
1983, I learned of their great dissatisfaction
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with the Presidential decrees and question-
ing on the lack of a definite procedure for
succession and their grave doubts as to
whether free and honest elections for mem-
bers of the Batasan would be held in May of
1984. In my letter of February of 1984 I con-
veyed to you my earnest desire to be a con-
structive friend to the Philippines and asked
for your consideration of their complaints.

Through my own observations and in
meeting with opposition leaders this year, 1
am assured that they and the Filipino
people have regained a great amount of con-
fidence in the electoral process and in the
democratic institutions involved in repre-
sentative government through the Batasan.
In addition, opposition leaders expressed a
belief that the matter of succession had
been corrected.

I also found in 1983 concerns of the Filipi-
no people in general, and in particular the
business community, that the economy was
sinking rapidly and needed prompt atten-
tion. Despite these concerns, I found, as I
told you then, the warm hospitality and the
open and enthusiastic friendship for Ameri-
cans, and the obvious determination of the
Filipino people to continue to be an effec-
tive trading partner with the United States.
I believed then, as I do now, that it is para-
mount to continue our strong and historic
alliance, continue our exchanges of educa-
tional and cultural activities, and above all
continue the warm friendship between the
United States and the Philippines motivated
by determined interest in pursuing those
goals mutually beneficial to our two coun-
tries.

This year, many in the business communi-
ty expressed a greater degree of confidence
in government stability and in a turnaround
in the economy. While the start in economic
recovery has been made, there is, as Prime
Minister Virata concisely stated, needed at-
tention both by the Makati business com-
munity and U.S. officials to work in harmo-
ny together.

My recent visit renews not only my deter-
mination to pursue these goals, but has also
provided me with a deeper understanding of
existing problems shared by the United
States and the Philippines.

Part of my goal in the 1983 visit was to en-
hance food aid and food trade. This year, in
meeting with Cardinal Sin, I was pleased
that the distribution of rice to 100,000 un-
employed families (600,000 people) in metro
Manila was progressing. I hope that I can be
of assistance in extension of this program
for a longer period of time and expanding
this food ald to many other families who are
unemployed. Also, in discussions with Minis-
ter Montez, more food aid is needed. Food
aid is a cooperative program that can be
broadened through the private voluntary
agencies and the government. I believe, Mr.
President, that you have expressed an inter-
est in acquiring dairy product imports from
the United States at favorable prices
through section 416, and I stand ready to
provide all possible assistance to ensure the
success of this effort.

Of special note was my visit with General
Ramos and visits to Clark Air Force Base
and Subic Bay Naval Base, and I wish to
dwell in some detail on these matters. In
1883 I had specifically asked for an opportu-
nity to meet General Ramos, because as a
West Point classmate of U.S. Strategic Air
Commander, General Bennie Davis; U.S.
Army Chief of Staff, General Wickham;
U.S. Air Force Chief of Staff, General Ga-
briel; and the late General O'Malley, for-
merly the Commander of Airlift Command
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and the former Commander of the Pacific
Air Command, I had been told of their high
regard for him. As it worked out, Mr. Presi-
dent, you introduced me to him. When I
later met with him and he described his
duties as chief of the Constabulary, Is found
that my regard for General Ramos matched
the high regard of his former West Point
classmates.

Our visit this year causes me to appreciate
more fully his ability and competence in his
service to the Philippines, now as your ap-
pointed Acting Chief of Staff. When I dis-
cussed with General Ramos how he would
recommend the use of additional funds from
the United States in military aid for the
Philippines, subject to your approval, he as-
serted his priority recommendations would
be to enhance logistics and communications.
To me, an old infantryman, that sounded
good. Speaking of the insurgency, General
Ramos said that it was important to estab-
lish better roads and communication in
areas where the insurgents are prevalent.
And he further went on to say that estab-
lishing a good relationship with the people
in those areas was vital to curtaining insur-
gent support and recruits. He said that in
some areas additional food supplies are
needed for the people, and that it is vital to
establish among the people in those areas a
feeling of confidence in the government of
the Philippines, trust in the military, and
the opportunity to improve their economic
well being.

I must say, Mr, President, that in my life-
time I have known of few generals who have
so succinctly epitomized what I believe must
be the successful approach to curtailing in-
suregency. Later that day, in our visit to
you in the palace, I believe your comments
on these matters to be the general outline
of the policies that you were directing the
military and the government to follow.

On several occasions I have previously
stated that I believe the U.S. rental pay-
ments to the government of the Philippines
for the use of both Clark and Subic do not
adgquately reimburse the Philippines. Com-
pared to other base agreements made by the
U.S., the annual Philippine rental fees are
small and fail to reflect their strategic im-
portance, which cannot be duplicated or
matched in any other country in Southeast
Asla. Without Clark and Subie, the U.S.
strategic presence in this part of the vast
Pacific is retracted to Hawaii. That would
seriously jeopardize U.S, Philippine and our
allies’ stability and security. May I say, Mr,
President, that it would be intolerable and
subtantiates the need of a stong Philippine-
U.S. alliance.

I shall persist as best I can to inform and
convince my colleagues in the Senate and
my friends in our House of Representatives,
as well as or armed forces commanders and
officials in our government, that much
needs to be done by the United States to
shake off what I have described as the “atti-
tude of benign neglect” towards the Philip-
pines, and to return to enlightened U.S.
Policies that cement rather than loosen the
ties between our two countries.

When I am asked, or in other ways have
an opportunity to express my firm beliefs in
regard to U.S.-Philippine relationship, these
are my statements: I state that the judicial
system of the Philippines is determining the
facts and processing the cases of those con-
nected with the Aquino assassination; I
state that the democratic process resulted in
the election of a substantial number from
opposition parties to be members of the Ba-
tasan; I state that feedom of expression and
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freedom of debate is obvious in the Philip-
pines, and that I witnessed an interesting
debate, vital to the United States, between
Minister Enrile and an opposition Assembly-
man concerning the U.S, bases; I state that
food zid from the United States is properly
and effectively being distributed through
Catholic Relief Services and in cooperation
with the government of the Philippines, and
that more food aid is needed; I state that
the cooperation between the armed forces
of our two governments is good but should
be improved, and that equipment for both
Philippine and U.S. Armed Forces, particu-
larly at Clark, is lacking; I state that in may
view the insurgency problem in the Philip-
pines is not a major problem but does need
to be addressed and can be corrected, and
needs our help rather than blown up exag-
gerations done either to create apprehen-
sion or to give the United States an excuse
for a greater interest in the happenings in
the Philippines now as compared to lack of
concerns addressed by the Administration
last year; I state that there is no substitute
for the U.S. in Southeast Asia for Clark and
Subie, and they are vital to the mutual de-
fense of the Philippines and the United
States; I state that the gateway to trade ex-
pansion in Southeast Asia is Manila, Cebu,
and other Philippine ports; I state that the
cultural, educational, customs and language
ties between the Philippines and the United
States make the continuation of developing
our two countries together is the greatest
progress that can be made for democracy in
the Pacific and that the ties must be strong-
er; and I state, Filipino-American friendship
is on a first cousin basis, a priority friend-
ship of loyalty and understanding developed
by common bloodshed in four wars in this
century.

My credibility in making these assertions
to other Senators, U.S. officials, or the
public depends entirely on the course of
events in the Philippines. I hope that my
credibility has been enhanced in the past
eighteen months by the gains made through
the democratic process, by the actions of
the government, the Filipino people and the
Church to alleviate human suffering during
these times of harsh economic conditions.
But current and future events in the Philip-
pines will also determine whether I can
speak with influence within and without the
Senate. In this current atmosphere, events
both in the U.S. and the Philippines receive
media attention that signify the uncertainty
of united policies. Some events gain symbol-
ism and cause reactions in both our coun-
tries.

Such a symbolic event is a resolution re-
cently adopted by the Senate. Drafted by
the junior Senator from Massachusetts,
who is a veteran of the Vietnam war, the
resolution blends the obvious love and faith
in democracy of both Filipinos and Ameri-
cans with language that is also an intrusion
into the affairs of the government of the
Philippines. There will be a time for more
enlightened Senate debate on the future
course of the mutual relationship between
our two countries.

Meanwhile there are building blocks to
work toward that goal. At the same time the
Senate considered the aforementioned reso-
lution, the Senate acted in a positive way in
adopting unanimously a resolution stating
that the U.S. State Department cease its
prevention of U.S. wheat sales to the Philip-
pines. Some of us have also consulted with
the U.8S. State and Agriculture Departments
on expediting a rice shipment to your coun-
try to provide additional supplies, since your
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drought damaged crop may cause a rice
shortage. I stand ready to assist with any
additional food supplies needed and to expe-
dite the continuation of the cooperative
food aid to the unemployed families.

While I seek not to interfere in the elec-
tion process of your country, I observe that
the democratic function of the National
Movement for Free Elections (NAMFREL)
is a citizen responsibility to which our two
countries adhere. We would express in a
friendly manner our hope, in recognition of
that shared interest, that NAMFREL is ac-
credited.

I have received letters from the Philip-
pines which relate to me specific cases of in-
surgents who, because they are afraid of the
consequences of returning to the status of
peaceful citizens, reluctantly continue in
their insurgency activities. Several have
cited cases of military abuse where peaceful
resolution was sought. The letters indicate a
general feeling of fairness in General
Ramos, but express the fear that he is not
in complete authority to correct abuses by
some of the military and that efforts of rec-
onciliation by some insurgents have ended
tragically.

These are my thoughts, Finally, I wish to
emphasize that the courses of our two coun-
tries are parallel paths where in if one bene-
fits, we both benefit. I offer this observation
in my attempt to serve the best interests of
the friendship and progress in the relation-
ship of our two countries. I believe the U.S.-
Philippine relationship is the special alli-
ance of culture, trade, and national security
that spans the Pacific.

With my best wishes for you, your family,
and the Filipino people, and in the warm
spirit of the Filipinos, I say “MABUHAY".

Yours sincerely,
JOHN MELCHER.

WHERE HAVE ALL THE
WARRIORS GONE?

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President,
retired Gen. A.G.B. Metcalf has once
again written a very thought-provok-
ing editorial that I think is most ap-
propos for all Members of Congress to
read. It grows out of a concern I share
with him; namely that the company
grade and even some of the field grade
officers are beginning to wonder about
the services. As he points out in his
editorial, a questionnaire, sent to
23,000 randomly selected officers out
of the 92,000 in all grades, found half
of the 14,000 who answered to be in
agreement that ‘“the bold, original,
creative officer cannot survive in
today’'s Army.”

This, in addition to all the other
problems we are discovering in the
total organization of the military, the
need for drastic changes, only points
up the importance of the conference
now being held between the House
and Senate. This subject is certainly
an important one and will come up.

I ask unanimous consent that this
editorial be printed in the Recorp at
this point in my remarks.

There being no objection, the edito-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:
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WHERE HAVE ALL THE WARRIORS GONE?

There is a growing feeling in and out of
the military establishment that senior offi-
cers have taken on the mentality of business
managers rather than being centrally con-
cerned with the nasty business of sending
the enemy to his ancestors.

This should surprise no one. After all, not
overlooking those no-win conflicts in which
our military forces have been obliged to
engage, the military leadership has been
primarily occupied with running the largest
business in the world—the Department of
Defense. This appears to have led to a mind-
set which imagines that the end result
sought, namely war deterrence, can some-
how be thought of as a mission cf the mili-
tary, when their sole mission must be war-
waging or the credible threat toc do so: a re-
ality which must undergird all effective di-
plomacy and foreign policy.

For the military to proclaim that their
missions is “deterrence” (almost as bad as
“Peace is our profession"), when warfight-
ing is their role, is dangerous talk. Deter-
rence may well be the objective of diploma-
cy or the purpose of some other governmen-
tal agency, but it is not the mission of the
armed forces. It is easy to understand why
the public takes to the idea of war avoid-
ance as contrasted with warfighting, but for
the armed forces to be permitted to develop
that mind-set is to introduce an unnecessary
confusion in what is the proper focus for
their commitment. The only thing which
will deter war is what it takes to prevail in
war. The role of the military is too impor-
tant to be treated as a fuzzy intellectual
construct vaguely defined as deterrence as
apart from a clear-cut responsibility for the
readiness to conduct war.

The military have been co-opted, as well,
into giving lip service to arms control. In-
stead, they should be the first to point out
that arms control—extending over more
than twenty years—has proved to be a most
disillusioning experience as far as the
United States is concerned, and a highly
profitable game from the Soviet point of
view. It is the mistaken notion held by a
large part of the public, and continually
hyped by the media, that the arms control
process, no matter which way it goes, some-
how makes war less likely. The reality is
that arms control as practiced by the United
States unilaterally since 1965 and bilaterally
since the Moscow Accords of 1972 has
worked to diminish American security and
to bring war nearer than would have other-
wise been the case. The public, through ig-
norance or disinterest, does not seem to
know this. Our political leaders, cowed by
the media and its influence on public opin-
fon, are unwilling to acknowledge this. But
this is not reason for the professional mili-
tary, having neither ignorance nor politics
as excuses, to fail to point out that arms
control negotiations, as the Soviets conduct
them, have proven to be counterproductive.

These are not abstract opinions. Accord-
ing to a news release, an official Army
survey of its officer corps sent to 23,000 ran-
domly selected officers (out of 92,000) in all
grades, half of the 14,000 who answered a
long questionnaire were reportedly in agree-
ment that “the bold, original, creative offi-
cer cannot survive in today’s Army."”

In a second survey sent to all active Army
general officers, nearly half the generals
were of the opinion that “senior Army lead-
ers behave too much like corporate execu-
tives and not enough like warriors.” While
there was some disagreement as between of-
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ficers and generals on matters of education,
training, moral ethics and “selflessness,” as
well as the potential of officers for wartime
leadership, there was general agreement
that "the weakest areas of officer prepara-
tion tend to be warfighting, leadership and
critical thinking.” If this is true of the
Army, it is even more true of the Air Force
and Navy, both of which are more “systems
management” oriented.

If, in a Defense Department resembling a
buttoned/down business school environ-
ment, there is no place for a Patton, Nelson
or Napoleon, we had better start worrying
about how much security we are getting for
our defense dollars. Under such circum-
stances, all of the military hardware in the
world will not provide for the national
safety.

But, it may be asked, have not most, if not
all great military commanders been discov-
ered and brought forth in the exigencies of
war? While the answer to that question
may, in the main, be in the affirmative, it
does not provide an answer to the problem
we face ;

In those wars in the past which called
upon the full resources of the nation, there
was time—ample time—while the nation mo-
bilized its industrial resources to arm itself,
to test and select those military leaders re-
sponsible for the outcome of the war.

The situation we now face is quite differ-
ent. Our present doctrine postulates a mili-
tary competence to engage the enemy in a
“come-as-you-are” war. It is generally ac-
cepted that there will be no time, in the
sense that there had been in the past, to
identify and nurture military leadership
cast in the warrior mold.

Failure to recognize the need to create
yardsticks with which to measure this war-
fighting leadership quality and to institu-
tionalize within the Defense Department,
programs aimed at fostering and developing
it across the board in the officer corps, can
be decisive in war.

In the present officer environment, goals,
recognition and advancement are not pri-
marily oriented in this direction. According-
ly, the ablest leadership for the conduct of
war is not likely to emerge and be retained
as a highly valued resource. As the military
establishment is now oriented, beyond being
unlikely, it may be impossible. Indeed, a
former Service Chief, at the close of his
second term as Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff, stated in a press interview
that if Clausewitz were in our military
today, “he would be retired as a colonel
after twenty years of service.”

What do you suppose that does to career
officers and their martial spirit, if any?
What does it portend for the natlon’s
safety, should war come?

It is time we took another look at the
standards by which our military leadership
is measured, in terms of what they will be
called upon to do in a national emergency,
placing a proper premium on the compe-
tence to wage war, rather than on business
skills in a peacetime environment.

Correcting this elemental deficiency may
be our only passport to the future in a dan-
gerous and threatening world.

EEC TRADE PRACTICES UNFAIR
TO U.S. AGRICULTURE

Mr. WILSON. Mr. President, today I
rise on behalf of U.S. exporters to
advise our trading partners in the Eu-
ropean Economic Community [EEC]
that we are keeping close watch over
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their current actions in the interna-
tional trade policy arena, in particular
when the section 301 unfair trade case
for canned fruits and raisins comes up
for a decision in the General Agree-
ment on Tariffs and Trade [GATT]
council meeting this week. It is time
that the EEC realize that the United
States will no longer tolerate its unfair
trade practices and disregard for the
international dispute settlement proc-
ess. We intend to compete in a fair
trade environment where comparative
advantage, instead of Government
subsidies, determine international
trade results.

Two weeks ago, I introduced the
Fair Access to Foreign Markets Act, S.
1370, which demonstrates to the Euro-
pean Economic Community that the
United States will no longer tolerate
its unfair agricultural trade practices.
In 1984 alone, the EEC spent $14.4 bil-
lion to support its Common Agricul-
tural Policy with every type of produc-
tion, processing, storage, market inter-
vention and export subsidy possible.
Unlimited EEC export subsidies have
allowed the community to dump sur-
plus commodities on the world market,
often to the detriment of traditional
American markets.

The Fair Access to Foreign Markets
Act requires the President to take all
appropriate and feasible action to
ensure a prompt and satisfactory reso-
lution of all section 301 unfair trade
complaints pending before the Gener-
al Agreement on Tariffs and Trade
[GATT]. It also provides that the
United States will withdraw additional
concessions to counter any future EEC
retaliatory trade actions and rebalance
the level of concessions.

I introduced this legislation because
of the recent outcome in the citrus 301
case. This case epitomizes the futility
of our attempts to resolve outstanding
301 cases, whether through bilateral
or multilateral negotiations.

After President Reagan announced
on June 20, 1985, that the United
States would raise the tariff on pasta
imports from the EEC in order to re-
balance trade concessions because the
EEC rejected the GATT decision in
this citrus case, the EEC unilaterally
and unjustifiably counterretaliated by
raising the tariffs on imports of
lemons and walnuts from the United
States to prohibitive levels.

The EEC has apparently realized
the dangerous consequences of its re-
taliatory action against U.S. lemons
and walnuts because it has decided to
postpone the tariff increase on these
products. The United States then
agreed to postpone our duty increase
on pasta imports after, I am told, the
EEC agreed to reductions in its pasta
export subsidies. This truce allows the
EEC one more chance to negotiate sig-
nificant and meaningful reductions in
its preferential citrus tariffs. Unless
progress is made quickly in both of
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these areas during this truce, we will
have no choice but to press forward
with specific retaliatory action.

The EEC should realize that we do
not intend to accept unsubstantiated
promises for future resolution of this
issue. We intend to stand firm in the
face of what we can only expect to be
continued EEC intransigence. Any set-
tlement of the current dispute must
put an end to the GATT-certified dis-
crimination by the EEC that has cost
U.S. citrus exporters $48 million per
year.

Citrus is not the only issue where re-
peated displays of contempt for the
dispute settlement process under
GATT have made clear the EEC’s
utter disregard for both the letter and
spirit of the laws of international fair
trade. The current plight of U.S. citrus
and pasta exporters is shared by the
thousands of U.S. producers and proc-
essors of wheat flour, poultry, canned
fruits and raisins, who have also expe-
rienced the loss of foreign trading
markets and the frustrations of unre-
solved proceedings before the GATT.

The canned fruit and raisin 301 case
is of timely interest. This week, on
Wednesday July 17, this disputed case
will be placed on the GATT agenda
when the council meets in Geneva.
This will be the fourth time that the
GATT council will consider the find-
ings of its investigatory panel, which
are favorable to U.S. producers. On
three previous occasions, the EEC has
blocked acceptance of the findings in
the case.

This 301 petition was filed in 1981 by
the U.S. processed fruit and raisin in-
dustries and alleged that EEC produc-
tion subsidies for canned peaches,
canned pears and raisins nullify and
impair tariff concessions which the
EEC has extended to our country and
inhibit U.S. exports of these products
to the EEC. Not surprisingly, a bilater-
al solution to the complaint was un-
successful, and the United States re-
quested that a GATT investigatory
panel review the case.

After a 14-month inquiry, the panel
report, which was favorable to the
United States, was given to the parties
to the dispute; however, on three suc-
cessive occasions, the EEC has been
successful in delaying its formal ac-
ceptance by the full GATT and in ulti-
mately pressuring the members of the
panel to alter significantly some of its
findings.

The final version of the report,
which remained favorable to the
United States on canned fruit, but less
s0 on raisins, has yet to be adopted by
the GATT due to continued EEC op-
position. In the meanwhile, our domes-
tic canned fruit industry has not only
lost its European markets, but is being
displaced in our own country be cheap
imports. For example, U.S. canned
peach exports have dropped from
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nearly 1.8 million cases in 1982-83 to
an estimated 300,000 cases this year.
At the same time, imports of canned
peaches since 1982 have skyrocketed
from zero to over 1.2 million cases.

Unfortunately, based on past experi-
ence, I am not optimistic that the EEC
will agree to a resolution of this 301
dispute. As usual, I expect EEC dele-
gates to circumvent a decision by
asking for additional time to study the
problem.

If the EEC wants to show any sem-
blance of good faith as a tradiag part-
ner, it will promptly resolve the
canned fruit and raisin 301 case in
Geneva this week by adopting the
GATT panel report and implementing
the changes recommended in EEC do-
mestic processing subsidy systems.

Our patience has run out. These un-
resolved 301 cases are only the tip of
the iceberg of agricultural trade prob-
lems with the European Economic
Community. Looking back over the
past few years, all I see is that talking
with the EEC has been useless. Unless
the EEC is convinced that the United
States will back up rhetoric with
action, every American farmer and
every U.S. business that depends upon
a fair opportunity to deal across the
world will be the ultimate loser. The
President’s action to raise the duty on
EEC pasta imports was a step in the
right direction proving that we will no
longer sit idly by while the EEC ig-
nores decisions made by the GATT.

The United States is the most effi-
cent agricultural producer in the

world. We intend to regain our right-
ful place in the world market, which
in recent years has become distorted
by the EEC’'s trade practices. If this
means battling the EEC's unfair

export, production, and processing
subsidies directly, let no one doubt
that I am prepared to make this my
goal and that a number of my col-
leagues will be supportive of this
action.

JERRY DAHMEN: REPORTING AT
ITS BEST

Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, the
news media are perennially under crit-
ical attack and scrutiny as they play
an increasing role in national and
world events. I'd like at this time to ac-
centuate the positive by telling my col-
leagues about a newsman in my home
State of South Dakota. Jerry Dahmen,
news director of KXRB/KIOV radio
in Sioux Falls, has racked up a series
of awards and honors that reflect
great credit on him, his station, and
the best traditions of American jour-
nalism.

One notable aspect of Jerry's
achievements is that he consistenly
finds “good” news—he’s won awards
for blizzard coverage, to be sure, but
he has also been able to do stories
about high school students seeking to
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save their school, about people helping
themselves and others. This year he
was given the Lowell Thomas Youth
Award for his coverage of the Canova,
SD high school students. He was one
of four to receive recognition this year
from the Southern Baptist Radio Tel-
evision Commission for his positive
news stories.

United Press International has cited
Jerry more than 30 times at the State
and national level for newscasts, docu-
mentaries, features, and spot news.
The Farmers Union has praised his
coverage of agriculture, South Dakota
retailers named him “Newsman of the
Year,” and the Disabled American
Veterans thanked him for outstanding
coverage of veterans issues. These are
just a few of his many honors.

Jerry has also shown that a radio re-
porter in the heartland of America can
find international news, just as long as
he has a telephone line. He’s inter-
viewed officials in Iran and Marine of-
ficers in Lebanon from his desk in
Sioux Falls.

Each week, Jerry Dahmen produces
and narrates the “Good News Report,”
which President Reagan recently rec-
ognized as an example of positive
radio programming. He's done docu-
mentaries on drug abuse and people
who have overcome severe handicaps.
He'’s shared his knowledge and under-
standing of the media with civic and
professional organizations, and has
given speeches on motivation and goal
achievement.

Mr. President, I believe that Jerry
Dahmen represents journalism at its
very best. He's turned down offers to
move to larger cities, because he likes
living in South Dakota and South
Dakota is proud to have him. We know
we can count on him for the news we
need to go about our business. He’s an
aggressive reporter who is not cynical.
He's a newsman who understands that
information isn’t gloom and doom—it’s
education, enlightenment, and oceca-
sionally inspirational.

HoNors WoN BY JERRY DAHMEN
UNITED PRESS INTERNATIONAL AWARDS

Best story (state), 1979; ‘“‘Outstanding
Contributor” (state), 1979; Stringer of the
Year (state), 1979; Outstanding coverage of
Iran (state), 1980; Outstanding coverage of
railroad agreement (state), 1980; Stringer of
the Year (state), 1880; Outstanding Radio
Contributor (state), 1880; Best Documenta-
ry (state), 1981; and Best Public service In-
vestigative story (state), 1881.

First place newscast (state), 1982; Best
newscast (state), 1883; Best documentary
and spot news in state, 1983; Regional
awards, best newscast and spot news, 1984;
National UPI Award for Best Story, blizzard
coverage, 1984; Best Reglonal Feature, 1985;
Best Newscast, Documentary, Feature, and
Spot News Awards (state), 1985; and the Na-
tional UPI Award for Best Feature for sta-
ii;;; with § or fewer full-time newspersons,

OTHER NOTABLE AWARDS

First place winner of the Lowell Thomas

Good News Award, 1985; Third place winner
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of the Lowell Thomas Good News Award,
1984; Northwest Broadcast News Associa-
tion, three awards; South Dakota Social
Workers, Best Public Service Coverage,
1982; and South Dakota Farmers Union,
Qutstanding Reporting on Farm Issues,
1982.

University of South Dakota, Tom Brokaw
Broadcasting Award, 1984; Finalist, Docu-
mentary entered in International Radio
Festival of New York, 1985; Southern Bap-
tist Radio Television Commission, Abe Lin-
coln Award, 1985; South Dakota Retailers
Association Newsman of the Year; and
South Dakota Disabled American Veterans,
Best Media Support, 1985.

PATRICIA S. JACKSON'S DISTIN-
GUISHED SERVICE WITH THE
SENATE REPUBLICAN CONFER-
ENCE

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, tomor-
row we will honor Patricia S. Jackson
as she leaves the Senate Republican
Conference after 12 years.

Pattie, as she is known to her many
friends, first joined the conference
staff during the chairmanship of Sen-
ator Norris Cotton of New Hampshire
and quickly became an important part
of its operations. She was reappointed
by each of the succeeding chairmen—
Senators Carl Curtis of Nebraska, Bos
Packwoop of Oregon, Jim McCLURE of
Idaho, and myself—to positions of in-
creasing responsibility. In 1981, Pattie
was named director of programs and
administration by my predecessor,
Senator McCLURE.

In he dozen years at the conference,
Pattie’s work touched every aspect of
the Senate. She developed a detailed
knowledge of the conference’s rules,
functions and history, and worked
closely with all of the Republican
leaders, officers of the Senate, and
their staffs. They availed themselves
of her sharp memory and keen under-
standing of the internal operations of
the Senate. Senators’ offices, both new
and established, came to depend on
her as a resource concerning Senate
rules and regulations and Federal cam-
paign and ethics requirements.

The inspiration and mainstay of
many special programs offered by the
conference to Republican Senators
and their staffs over the years, Pattie
organized technical assistance pro-
grams for office managers, executive
assistants and committee chief clerks.
She also arranged the semimonthly
meetings for Republican administra-
tive assistants and committee staff di-
rectors. Special issue task forces
formed through the conference for
our Senators benefited from the sup-
port she organized and supervised for
them. Pattie also assisted in the plan-
ning and implementation of the well-
known Tidewater Conferences for
elected Republican officials.

Pattie’s contribution to the daily op-
eration of the conference was substan-
tial, but what we shall remember
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about her most is her great affection
for the Senate as an institution and
her singular devotion to it. She is one
of that cadre of dedicated people who
bring continuity to an institution char-
acterized by change and without
whom such change would be much
more difficult.

We appreciate Pattie Jackson for
her contribution and we wish her well
in all her future endeavors.

JOSEPH A. BRINDLE

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I
rise today to pay tribute to Joseph A.
Brindle, a close friend who passed
away last Friday, July 12, in Ketchi-
kan, AK. He was a remarkable man
who touched the lives of hundreds of
people. For those of us who knew him,
his death is a tremendous loss.

Joe Brindle and his three brothers
came to Alaska in the early 1920’s.
Traditionally, Alaska has attracted a
population of hard-working men and
women—fishermen, loggers, construc-
tion and pipeline workers, and the
like, who come to the State in search
of opportunities. Joe Brindle exempli-
fied the very best of these Alaskans.
The Brindles started as fishermen, one
of man'’s basic, hardest, and most hon-
orable professions. Saving their earn-
ings, the family was able to purchase a
small salmon cannery at Ward Cove,
just north of Ketchikan.

Ketchikan was known as “the
salmon capital of the world.” During
the years when Alaska was still a terri-
tory there were dozens of canneries
scattered along the shores of the town
and dotted throughout the nearby is-
lands. Most all have phased out of ex-
istence. However, the Ward Cove Can-
nery is still going strong today. During
the early years of the cannery Joe
Brindle fished, brailed traps, and co-
ordinated the fleet of cannery tenders
while skippering his own boat, the
Vanguard. After coming into port with
a load of fish, he would often go to
work in the cannery doing whatever
was necessary to make sure the day's
catch was packed. He loved the sea
and knew the waters of southeast
Alaska as well as any man who has
ever piloted a boat. He passed this
knowledge of seamanship, his respect
and love for the water—his pride in
Alaska and doing a job well, to every
young fisherman with whom he came
in contact.

By the 1960's Joe Brindle was
needed as superintendent of the can-
nery. He worked harder than ever to
see that the cannery ran smoothly.
Unlike most executives, Joe Brindle
would not merely stay in the office,
but instead, he would be down in the
cannery sorting incoming salmon or
hunched over next to the slimming
table cleaning fish. At night and into
the early morning, he would be up in
the radio room with a cup of coffee,

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

coordinating the tender fleets pickup
and delivery of the previous day's
catch. Maintenance work was required
year round. Yet, simply assuring that
Ward Cove was kept running was not
enough. The cannery was expanded,
improved, rebuilt, and modernized
with Joe Brindle there for every step
of the job.

Through the years, hundreds of
people have spent summers at the
Ward Cove cannery. For countless
young men and women, Joe Brindle
became a second father: A stern, gruff
parent who demanded the very best,
but someone who had a heart of gold.
Many a worker, away from his or her
home for the first time, grew up and
matured during those short summers
in Alaska.

Joe Brindle was one of the most re-
spected and loved men in Alaska. My
deep sympathy goes to his wife Flor-
ence, his son Dennis, and his daughter
Laurie.

Mr. MELCHER. Mr. President, I
suggest the absence of a quorurn.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
McCONNELL). Without objection, it
is so ordered.

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Morn-
ing business is closed.

EXECUTIVE SESSION

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate go
into executive session to consider cer-
tain nominations on the Executive
Calendar.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

DEPARTMENT OF STATE

NOMINATION OF JOHN ARTHUR FERCH

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
first nomination will be stated.

The assistant legislative clerk read
the nomination of John Arthur Ferch,
of Ohio, a career member of the
Senior Foreign Service, class of Minis-
ter-Counselor, to be Ambassador Ex-
traordinary and Plenipotentiary of the
United States of America to the Re-
public of Honduras.

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I com-
mend to the attention of my col-
leagues the nomination of John
Arthur Ferch to be U.S. Ambassador
to the Republic of Honduras. Current-
ly, Mr. Ferch is chief of the U.S. Inter-
ests Section in Havana, Cuba. He en-
tered the Foreign Service in 1958,
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studied in the Foreign Service Insti-
tute, language training in 1958-59. In
1959 to 1961, he was vice consul and
economics officer in Buenos Aires.
From 1961 to 1963, he was internation-
al relations officer at the U.S. Mission
to the Organization of American
States in Washington, DC.

From 1963 to 1964, he was detail of-
ficer at the University of Michigan in
advanced economics training.

In 1964-67, he was economics officer
in Bogota, Columbia.

From 1967 to 1969, he was principal
officer in Santiago de los Caballeros in
the Dominican Republic. From 1967 to
1971, he was chief of the economics
section in San Salvador; from 1971 to
1975, chief, economics section in Gua-
temala.

In 1975-76, he was at the National
War College. In 1976-78, he was direc-
tor of the Office of Food Policies and
Programs, Department of State. From
1978 to 1982, he was deputy chief of
mission in Mexico and from 1982 to
present, has been chief of U.S. Inter-
ests Section in Havana.

He was graduated cum laude from
Princeton University in 1958 and was
Phi Beta Eappa in 1958. He received a
group superior honor award, 1984. He
received a senior Foreign Service
bonus in 1981, 1982, and 1983.

Mr. Ferch has a Spanish-speaking
language ability, 3/3+ tested.

Mr. President, the Foreign Relations
Committee heard John Arthur Ferch
on the June 24. His nomination was
voted out of committee on June 25 by
a vote of 16 to 0, with 1 Senator not
recorded on that date. We believe he is
an excellent nominee. I commend
John Arthur Ferch to the Senate for
confirmation.

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, Mr. Ferch
has an excellent record in Foreign
Service. He is known to various mem-
bers of the committee and will, in my
view, make a fine Ambassador to Hon-
duras. I hope my colleagues will sup-
port his nomination.

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I know
of no other Senators for the moment
who wish to speak on this nomination.
There are many other Senators who,
in due course, will wish to do so. I ask
unanimous consent that the nomina-
tion be temporarily laid aside and that
the nomination of Edwin G. Corr be
considered by the Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

NOMINATION OF EDWIN G. CORR

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
nomination will be stated.

The assistant legislative clerk read
the nomination of Edwin G. Corr of
Oklahoma to be Ambassador Extraor-
dinary and Plenipotentiary of the
United States to the Republic of El
Salvador.

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I com-
mend to the attention of my col-
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leagues the nomination of Edwin G.
Corr to be Ambassador of the United
States to El Salvador. Currently, Mr.
Corr is U.S. Ambassador to Bolivia.

Ambassador Corr was a member of
the U.S. Marine Corps from 1958 to
1960. He served as a teaching assistant
at the University of Oklahoma from
1960 to 1961 before entering govern-
mental service in 1961 as a Depart-
ment of State trainee in the Foreign
Service Institute. In 1962, he was
International Affairs Officer, Office of
Mexican and Caribbean Affairs, at the
Department of State.

From 1962-64, he was junior officer
at the American Embassy in Mexico
City, Mexico. From 1964-66, he was
administrative assistant to the Ambas-
sador in Mexico.

From 1966 to 1968, he was personal
Peace Corps director in Cali, Colom-
bia. From 1968 to 1969, he was a stu-
dent at the Institute for Latin Ameri-
can Area Studies at the University of
Texas.

From 1969 to 1971, he was desk offi-
cer in the Office of Panamanian Af-
fairs in the Department of State; from
1971 to 1972, was program officer, In-
teramerican Foundation in Rosslyn,
VA.

From 1972 to 1975, he was executive
assistant Ambassador, American Em-
bassy, Bangkok, Thailand. From 1975
to 1976, he was political counselor at
the American Embassy, Quito, Ecua-
dor. From 1976 to 1978, he was deputy
chief of mission, American Embassy,
Quito, Ecuador.

From 1978 to 1980, he was Deputy
Assistant Secretary of State for Inter-
national Narcotics Matters in the De-
partment of State. From 1980 to 1981,
he was Ambassador to Peru in Lima,
Peru. From 1981 to present, he has
been U.S. Ambassador to Bolivia in La
Paz, Bolivia.

He is a member of the Omicorn
Delta Kappa, the Foreign Service As-
sociation, Rotary International, and
the International Community Church
in La Paz.

As a distinguished American athlete,
he was fourth in the U.S. AAU wres-
tling at 136.5 pounds in 1959. He has a
Spanish-speaking capability tested at
4/4+.

Mr. President, Ambassador Corr has
served the United States well in his
present capacity and in his previous
service. I commend him to the Senate
for confirmation.

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, Mr. Corr is
a very well respected career Foreign
Service officer, one who has worked
extensively in the narcotics field, and
one who has the background to take
on the particularly difficult assign-
ment of being Ambassador to El Salva-
dor with all its complexity, dangers,
and problems. I hope my colleagues,
not only on this side of the aisle but
the other side as well, will support Mr.
Corr's nomination.
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Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, Ambas-
sador Corr was heard by the Foreign
Relations Committee on June 20 of
this year. He was voted out of the
committee on June 27 by a vote of 15
to 0.

There may be other Senators who
wish to be heard in due course on this
nomination. Therefore, Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that the
nomination of Edwin G. Corr be tem-
porarily laid aside and that the Senate
turn to the nomination of Rozanne L.
Ridgway.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

NOMINATION OF ROZANNE L. RIDGWAY

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will state the nomination.

The assistant legislative clerk read
the nomination of Rozanne L. Ridg-
way, of the District of Columbia, to be
Assistant Secretary of State.

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, Ms.
Ridgway was nominated by the Presi-
dent of the United States to be Assist-
ant Secretary of State for European
and Canadian Affairs. She is currently
Ambassador to the German Democrat-
ic Republic.

She entered Government service as
an information specialist at the De-
partment of State in 1957 and she was
personnel officer in the Embassy in
Manila from 1959 to 1960. From 1962
to 1963, she was in the visa office at
the Embassy in Palermo. She was
international relations officer, Depart-
ment of State, from 1964 to 1967.

From 1967 to 1970, she was political
officer at our Embassy in Oslo; from
1970 to 1972, desk officer for Ecuador,
Department of State.

From 1972 to 1973, she was deputy
director, Policy Planning Office,
Bureau of Latin American Affairs.
From 1973 to 1975, she was DCM in
our Embassy in Naszau and from 1975
to 1976, Deputy Assistant Secretary
for Oceans and Fisheries Affairs.

From 1976 to 1977 U.S. Ambassador
for Oceans and Fisheries Affairs; 1977
to 1980, U.S. Ambassador to Finland;
1980 to 1981, Counselor to the Depart-
ment of State; 1981 to 1982, Special
Assistant to the Secretary of State.
From 1982 to the present, she has
been the U.S. Ambassador to the
German Democratic Republic. She has
received a number of awards during
her distinguished diplomatic career: In
1966, the Superior Honor Award; in
19756 and in 1981 also, the Superior
Honor Award was given to Miss Ridg-
way; 1970, the Meritorious Honor
Award; 1970, the William Jump Meri-
torious Award; 1977, National Fisher-
ies Institute Award; 1982, the Joseph
C. Wilson Award. Miss Ridgway has
language ability in Italian, Norwegian,
Spanish, and German. She was heard
by the Foreign Relations Committee
in public hearing on June 25, 1985.
The committee voted on her nomina-
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tion by a vote of 15 to 0 on June 27,
1985.

I commend to my colleagues this dis-
tingished diplomat for the position for
which she has been nominated by the
President of the United States.

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I am very
glad indeed to join in supporting Ro-
zanne Ridgway. I have known her for
more than 10 years. I have long ad-
mired her ability, professional compe-
tence, and the respect which she has
for those who work with her. I believe
that she will make an excellent Assist-
ant Secretary for European and Cana-
dian Affairs and urge support of her
nomination.

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, there
may be other Senators who will wish
to make statements about this nomi-
nee in due course. For the moment, I
ask unanimous consent that the nomi-
nation of Rozanne Ridgway be tempo-
rarily laid aside and that the Senate
turn to the nomination of Richard R.
Burt.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

RICHARD R. BURT

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
nomination will be stated.

The assistant legislative clerk read
the nomination of Richard R. Burt, of
the District of Columbia, to be Ambas-
sador Extraordinary and Plenipoten-
tiary of the United States of America
to the Federal Republic of Germany.

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, Richard
R. Burt has been nominated by the
President of the United States to be
U.S. Ambassador to the Federal Re-
public of Germany. Currently, Mr.
Burt serves as Assistant Secretary of
State for European and Canadian Af-
fairs.

Richard Burt had distinguished serv-
ice outside of the Government com-
mencing in 1971-73 as copy editor of
the Boston Globe in Boston, MA; 1873,
consultant to the Rand Corp., Hudson
Institute, Stanford Research Institute,
European-American Institute for Se-
curity Research, and the House Re-
publican Wednesday Group; 1973-75,
Research Associate, International In-
stitute for Strategic Studies, London,
England; 1975-77, Assistant Director,
International Institute for Strategic
Studies, London, England and 1977-80,
correspondent for the New York
Times in Washington, DC.

His governmental experience in-
cludes senior research associate of the
U.S. Naval War College in 1972; Direc-
tor of the Bureau of Politico-Military
Affairs in the Department of State,
1981 to 1982 and from 1983 to the
present, Assistant Secretary of State
for European and Canadian Affairs.

His education is a bachelor of arts
degree in 1969 from Cornell Universi-
ty, and a master of arts, 1972, from the
Fletcher School of Law and Diploma-
cy. He won the Crown Fellowship
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award at the Fletcher School of Law
and Diplomacy, and was an aerospace
history fellow of the U.S. Air Force
and in the honors program at Cornell
University. He is the author of a long
list of articles and books. Mr. Burt has
served in the State Department with
distinetion, and it is a pleasure to com-
mend this nominee to the Senate for
confirmation to become our Ambassa-
dor to the Federal Republic of Germa-
ny.

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I am glad
to join in supporting Mr. Richard R.
Burt, who has singularly broad experi-
ence in diplomacy in the area of Euro-
pean affairs. He has seen it from both
the inside and the outside, and he
would in every way make a good Am-
bassador to Bonn.

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I should
add that Mr. Burt was heard by the
committee on June 25, 1985. He was
voted out of committee on June 27,
1985, by a vote of 15 to 0, with two
Senators not recorded.

Mr. President, as in the case of each
of the nominees placed before the
Senate today, there may be additional
comments by Senators. The majority
leader has indicated in his closing
comments in the debate last Thursday
that no rollcall votes would occur on
nominees prior to 4:30 this afternoon.
Voice votes could occur in the event
that the majority leader might indi-
cate or might find, assisted by the dis-
tinguished minority leader as they run
hotlines or various procedures, that no
objections lie against any of these
nominees.

The majority leader is hopeful of
seeing confirmation of all four nomi-
nees today, if this is at all possible,
and the cooperation of all Senators is
certainly invited. But for the moment,
Mr. President, there are no further
comments although indications that
there may be, and I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Packwoob). Without objection, it is so
ordered.

VISIT TO THE SENATE BY A
DELEGATION OF BRAZILIAN
SENATORS

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, it
gives me great pleasure—and I direct
this to the Chair and to our majority
leader—I want these gentlemen from
the Brazilian Senate to know Senator
DoLk is present in the Chamber and I
know he will want to greet you.

Let me just state that we have five
members of delegation of the Senate
of Brazil here with us today on the
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floor. I express to them that the
action is not heavy, but it will be. We
are dealing with some nominations.

Let me introduce to you and those
Members who are listening, as we are
connected to our offices by this elec-
tronic device, let me tell you that we
have with us today Mr. Jose Manoel
Fontanilla Fragelli, who is the leader
of the delegation and the President of
the National Congress, and President
of the Brazilian Federal Senate.

We have also with us Mr. Murilo
Paulino Badaro, Mr. Alfredo Jose de
Campos Mel, Mr. Marcondes Iran Ben-
evides Gadelha, and, finally, Mr. Rui
Oscar Dias Janiques.

We also wish well another member
of your delegation who is not here,
Mr. Eneas Eugenio Pereira Faria.

We greet you on behalf of the
United States, on behalf of the majori-
ty leader, Senator DoLE, and on behalf
of the leadership. We thank you for
being here and express our kindest re-
gards to your fine President, Jose
Sarney-Costa.

It is a pleasure to have you with us.
My good friend, our Ambassador,
Diego Asencio, has told me some indi-
vidual things about each of you which
are very pleasing to me.

Thank you for sharing this experi-
ence and sharing this opportunity to
see our legislative body. We greet you
with high regard.

Mr. President, I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

ORDER OF PROCEDURE

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, my under-
standing is that the chairman of the
Foreign Relations Committee, Senator
LuGaR, has briefly commented on the
four nominees, and hopefully we can
dispose of them sometime today, if at
all possible. I was under the impres-
sion there were at least two on which
there would be extensive debate. I
hope those who want to discuss either
the Ridgway nomination or the Burt
nomination—if those are the correct
two—could accommodate us by coming
to the floor and making statements. I
know the distinguished Senator from
North Carolina is right now before a
hearing on textiles in the Senate Fi-
nance Committee and cannot be here.
But it is my understanding that there
were about nine Senators who indicat-
ed in a letter they wanted to be noti-
fied of the four pending nominations.
Calls have been placed to all of their
offices. One or two of those may be
out of town. But I hope we can dispose
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of all four nominees yet today. I urge
my colleagues, if they want to speak
for or against the nominees, to do so
because we have a rather heavy week
ahead of us, and a heavy 3 weeks
ahead of us if we are to complete
action by the time of the August
recess which is scheduled to begin on
August 2.

UNITARY TAX

Mr. MATHIAS addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Maryland is recognized.

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, last
week the Parliament of Great Britain
took action to provide for retaliation
against the practice of several of the
States of the Union in imposing a uni-
tary tax. This is action that the Brit-
ish Parliament has contemplated over
a period of time, action that the Brit-
ish Parliament has withheld under the
impression that the U.S. Congress was
going to act to deal with the problems
created by the unitary tax. We have
not taken that action, although the
President of the United States has ap-
pointed a distinguished commission
which has looked at the problem
which has recommended that we act,
and which has sought to motivate the
States which seek to impose the uni-
tary tax to act. As a matter of fact, for
20 years I have been working for Fed-
eral legislation to impose limits on the
practice of a few States to tax income
that is generated not only in other
States but even in other countries.

The experts refer to this practice as
the extraterritorial application of the
unitary tax.

Under this system, these States tax
corporate income that has no relation
to business activity within the State.

In urging reform, I have repeatedly
warned that failure on the part of the
U.S. Congress to act would trigger re-
taliation by other nations.

Last week, the British Parliament fi-
nally ran out of patience. Without a
dissenting vote, the Parliament passed
a bill that denies favorable tax treat-
ment to U.S. corporations headquar-
tered in States that use the unitary
system. This legislation will be injuri-
ous to American corporations, and,
Mr. President, I think it will cost
America jobs.

One of the problems that I have had
over the years is getting people in very
sensitive positions to look at this prob-
lem. The corporate tax counsel, State
tax administrators, diplomats in the
field all know the problem inside out,
but the chief executive officers of cor-
porations, Governors of the several
States, and the President of the
United States, whoever that may have
been at various times, very often did
not have a comprehensive understand-
ing of this problem because it is com-
plex. We have never had the pressure




July 15, 1985

from the top that was needed to re-
solve the issue.

I believe that is changing. People at
the very top of Government and at
the top of business are watching close-
ly. They all realize, some for the first
time, the importance of this issue.

Last year, the President created a
task force in an effort to put an end to
the long stalemate. The task force rec-
ommended an elimination of the uni-
tary tax. The economic impact is tre-
mendous and I think we can see that
the diplomatic fallout is mounting.

Two weeks ago, I talked with the
Prime Minister of Great Britain, Mrs.
Thatcher, about the unitary tax, and
she then said that the action which
has now been taken was imminent.

For T years, the officials of the U.S.

Treasury have been counseling re-
straint to the British on the premise
that relief was in sight. It has never
come, so now the Parliament has
acted.
The danger is that other countries
around the world will follow suit and
U.S. companies will find it harder and
harder to sell products abroad. With
their trade deficit mounting, this set-
back at the hands of the British Par-
liament is an ominous signal.

I have again written to the distin-
guished chairman of the Finance Com-
mittee, the Senator from Oregon [Mr.
Packwoon], asking him to schedule a
hearing at the earliest possible date on
Senate bill 1113, which would repeal
the unitary tax, which would relieve
this additional burden from the back
of American business, and which
would remove one more obstacle in the
flow of trade, which is already so im-
peded that we have a record-breaking
trade deficit.

One thing is clear: This issue will
continue to haunt us, it will continue
to cost U.S. trade, it will continue to
cost U.S. jobs, until we summon the
political wisdom and the political cour-
age to put it to rest.

Mr. President, I think that the
action taken at Westminster last week
is a clear signal that we can no longer
delay our own address of this issue of
the unitary tax.

Mr. President, I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, it is still
my hope that we can dispose of these
four State Department nominations
this afternoon.

We have been advised that there are
a number of Senators who want to
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speak in opposition to some of the
nominations. Nine Senators signed a
letter in which they asked that they
be notified concerning these four
nominations. Each of these nine of-
fices has been called.

I again urge those Senators—Sena-
tors HerLms, HAaTcH, SymMms, THUR-
mMonND, Hawkins, McCLurg, McCon-
NELL, and WaLLoP—that if they desire
to speak on any or all of the nomina-
tions, they might do so, so that we will
not be in session extremely late this
evening. It is still my hope that we can
dispose of one, two or three of the
nominations on a voice vote, and a
rollcall vote may be demanded on one
or two.

Again I say to my colleagues that we
are not making much headway today.
If there are those who wish to speak
in opposition to any of the nominees, 1
hope we might have some action in
the next few minutes.

Mr. President, I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
DenTON). Without objection, it is so
ordered.

DEPARTMENT OF STATE
NOMINATIONS

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I regret
the delay in coming to the floor. I
have been tied up in a subcommittee
hearing with respect to the textile
crisis which affects not only my State
but the State of the distinguished Pre-
siding Officer and many, many other
States around the country. The hear-
ing ran substantially longer than we
had anticipated it would. In fact, it is
still in progress.

Mr. President, is the Senator from
North Carolina correct in his under-
standing that at this point all four of
the State Department nominations are
before the Senate; that is to say, each
has been called up in turn and laid
aside for a succeeding one?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator is correct.

Mr. HELMS. So it would be appro-
priate, then, Mr. President, if the Sen-
ator from North Carolina proceeded to
discuss at least two of these nominees?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It
would be.

Mr. HELMS. I thank the Chair.

NOMINATION OF EDWIN G. CORR

Mr, President, let me first address
the nomination of Edwin G. Corr.

Mr. President, this nomination gives
me great concern. In various ways and
at various times I have already made it
clear that in my judgment Mr. Corr is
very much out of sympathy with the
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foreign policy philosophy of President
Reagan, particularly regarding Cen-
tral America.

Mr. Corr—and I want to be as chari-
table about this as possible—Mr. Corr
is a candidate of the State Depart-
ment, by the State Department, for
the State Department. This is a prob-
lem that has existed for decades.

This past Friday I had a telephone
call from a distinguished former Am-
bassador who served during the Eisen-
hower administration. He was a politi-
cal appointee, so-called, and a true
professional. He said to me, “Senator,
you are on the right track and I hope
you will continue to pursue it, no
matter how much criticism you receive
and regardless of the misrepresenta-
tion by the news media and others.”

And then this distinguished former
Ambassador proceeded to outline the
difficulties that had existed in the
1950’s. He then said, “I have followed
the situation since that time and the
situation has not improved, it has
worsened.”

Now, the question may arise: If Mr.
Corr is not in sympathy with the
President’s foreign policy goals or the
President’s foreign policy philosophy,
then why did the President nominate
him? The answer to that is very
simple: No President—this one or any
previous one—has had time to investi-
gate the political philosophy of every-
body appointed in his administration.

Look at the multitude of nomina-
tions that are literally shuffled into
the Oval Office, and where no Presi-
dent can give more than cursory atten-
tion to them. The President—any
President—necessarily must depend
upon the Secretary of State for State
Department nominations and the Sec-
retary of State depends on the foreign
policy system, and that is where the
problem is.

I know that those who are not ac-
quainted with the system, let alone
the problem, take the view that this is
a strange set of circumstances. Indeed
it is, but, nonetheless, it exists. It has
had an enormous impact on the for-
eign policy of America over the past
two or three decades, perhaps longer
than that.

The other day on this floor I alluded
to tragic foreign policy errors made by
both parties when they controlled the
administration. I was alluding in par-
ticular that day to the Continent of
Africa and how we—by “we” 1 mean
the State Department—sold down the
river the country now known as Zim-
babwe.

It was entirely possible, indeed prob-
able, that the country now known as
Zimbabwe in Africa could have es-
caped being taken over by Marxists,
but it was the State Department that
orchestrated the overthrow of a fine,
decent man named Abel Muzorewa. He
had been elected Prime Minister, he
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was a strong supporter of the United
States, he was anti-Marxist, and in
every way offered hope for that belea-
guered country.

But in the sophisticated way that
the State Department orchestrates ac-
tivities often unknown to the adminis-
tration in power, Zimbabwe was liter-
ally thrown into the clutches of a ter-
rorist who now serves that country as
Prime Minister and who just 10 days
ago announced that he was going to
have a one-party system. The infer-
ence was very clear that if his oppo-
nents did not like it, they had better
leave Zimbabwe if they want to stay
alive.

I mention all of that, Mr. President,
as a prelude to emphasizing, as best I
can in my awkward way, the absolute
necessity of doing something about
the functionaries in the State Depart-
ment who are elected by no one, whose
activities are not even monitored, and
whose activities have so often led to
distressing circumstances in various
parts of the world.

And this is the problem I have with
Mr. Corr. I do not attack the man’'s
character. I do not suggest that he is
not entitled to his own view of things.
But he is a man who has made clear in
various ways that he does not support
the foreign policy goals of the present
President of the United States and,
therefore, the administration of which
he is a part.

So the system is failing. It has been
failing for decades. There has been
much discussion over a period of years
along the lines that something ought
to be done but nobody ever does it.
Perhaps I will fail in my efforts to
have this situation understood by
those in the executive branch who
have the ability, the authority, and, I
believe, the duty to monitor not only
what is now going on but what has
been going on for a quarter of a centu-

ry.

In the case of Mr. Corr, the system
has failed not only philosophically,
but in other ways as well. A large
number of responsible people have
come to me in recent weeks to tell me
why they do not believe that Mr. Corr
deserves the President's trust. They
have raised very serious charges. They
have told me of incidents involving
Mr. Corr’s actions which go far beyond
a question of philosophy or capability,
if these reports are accurate, and I am
inclined to believe they are, Mr. Presi-
dent, because the people who have
come to me are responsible Americans,
they are knowledgeable Americans,
and they know what has been going
on.

It gives me no pleasure, Mr. Presi-
dent, to raise such questions on the
floor of the Senate when there has
been no independent investigation of
charges against Mr. Corr. The key
word is “independent.” There has been
no independent investigation of the
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charges. That is precisely the point.
Why is the Senate acting on this nom-
ination when there has been no inde-
pendent investigation?

I could go into detail concerning
these issues on the Senate floor. I
would have the protection of Senate
immunity. But I do not want to do
that. And I should not. But I say, Mr.
President, that the charges should be
examined by competent, independent
authority.

I regret to say that has not been
done. Just this afternoon I have been
informed that the matter to which I
refer have already been investigated
by the inspector general of the State
Department. But the inspector gener-
al's report has not been sent to the
committee nor is the inspector general
of the State Department a truly inde-
pendent authority. Of course he is not.
The State Department’s inspector gen-
eral office is the only such office in
the Government which is under the
authority of the Cabinet officer in
charge of the Department,

Moreover, the head of the inspector
general’s office—-that is the State De-
partment, and get this, Mr. Presi-
dent—is the former president of the
Foreign Service Association, the State
Department union. So you see, Mr.
President, why I find suspect any
benign report from this gentleman. In
my judgment he is part of the prob-
lem, a problem that has existed for a
quarter of a century.

Mr. President, let me emphasize that
I have complained of this arrangement
on previous occasions—many of them.
In fact, the Senate has agreed to my
amendment to the State Department
authorization bill that would add the
inspector general’s office at the State
Department and at the U.S. Informa-
tion Agency to the other 18 independ-
ent inspectors general.

So my point is this, Mr. President:
At this moment, we do not have an in-
dependent, objective office at the De-
partment of State for these reasons,
Mr. President—and I shall go no fur-
ther into the matter—I have today
written a confidential “eyes only”
letter to the Attorney General of the
United States outlining the reasons
why I think there are substantial and
reasonable grounds for the appoint-
ment of a special prosecutor to investi-
gate the nominee's activities in Boliv-
ia.

I did not do this without thinking,
Mr. President. I know it is a major
step. And I confess that I cannot pre-
dict what the outcome of such an in-
vestigation might be. But this I will
say: I have been advised by counsel
that the allegations in question are
sufficient to meet the test of the Spe-
cial Prosecutors Act providing for such
an action. That being the case, Mr.
President, it goes without saying that
I feel obliged to vote against the nomi-
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nation of Mr. Corr, and I hope some
other colleagues might do the same.

On the other hand, I stand in a vir-
tually empty Senate Chamber at 4:30
on Monday afternoon, and my mes-
sage is probably like a ship passing in
the night.

NOMINATION OF ROZANNE RIDGWAY

Moving on, Mr. President, to the
nomination of Rozanne Ridgway—and
I hope that some delineation will be
shown in the ReEcorp between the two
nominations so that each will be iden-
tifiable in its context.

Mr. President, during the confirma-
tion hearings I interrogated Ambassa-
dor Ridgway, who has been nominated
to be Assistant Secretary of State for
European Affairs. I asked her many
questions. As I read the transcript, the
conclusion I reached while I was inter-
rogating her in the Foreign Relations
Committee, downstairs in the Capitol,
room S-116, showed serious discrepan-
cies between the testimony which Am-
bassador Ridgway gave before the
committee and facts which had been
developed through investigation subse-
quent to her testimony.

In fairness to Mrs. Ridgway, the in-
vestigation has not yet been complet-
ed. I asked the distinguished chairman
of the committee to take enough time
to investigate these matters thorough-
ly. I might add that Mrs. Ridgway her-
self has not been given time to answer.
I am sure the Chair, however, would
be most interested in hearing and/or
reading her answers to the questions if
this nomination is going to be consid-
ered prior to the availability of that
information.

The point I would make is that, in
my judgment, it is not fair in the con-
firmation process to take up this
matter when serious discrepancies do
develop between the testimony of a
nominee and information from other
reliable sources. Under the existing
circumstances, the only thing I can do
in order to be true to my oath of
office, as I see it, is to place the infor-
mation on the public record and let
my colleagues draw their own conclu-
sions.

If I may digress, Mr, President, it is
often said, “Why do Senators presume
to hold up nominations or to question
nominations?” And there comes that
inevitable statement, “The President
has a right to his nominees.” The in-
ference is that Senators are violating
some sort of unwritten code if we do
not just say, “OK, let him go."”

I will tell you something, Mr. Presi-
dent. I would be very willing to do that
once the Constitution is amended to
remove the responsibility of advise
and consent. But no Senator, in my
judgment, can escape the responsibil-
ity and the duty to be as faithful as
possible in examining all nominees,
whether they be State Department or
others, before rubber stamping them.
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I do not propose to do that. I never
have and I never will because the Con-
stitution confers upon each of us in
the Senate the responsibility and the
duty to advise and consent, and if we
do not like a nominee it is our respon-
sibility and our duty to say so.

Mr. President, the evidence which I
intend to place in the REcorp indicates
that Mrs. Ridgway may have sought to
deceive the Senate about her role in
an incident during her tenure as Am-
bassador to East Germany. Moreover,
the attitude demonstrated by this inci-
dent, which I shall shortly relate, is in-
dicative of a disastrous and dangerous
policy in East-West relations, which
happened to be the very matter on
which Mrs. Ridgway would be an im-
portant policymaker once she is con-
firmed to the post to which she has
been nominated.

For example, Ambassador Ridgway,
during her confirmation testimony, at-
tempted to have the committee believe
that her role was not exactly what it
really was concerning the expulsion
from the U.S. Embassy of a family
seeking political asylum, Dr. and Mrs.
Bernd Schnappauf and their children,
and the subsequent arrest and convic-
tion for political crimes and the re-
lease of Dr. and Mrs. Schnappauf from
East Germany.

That is a lengthy predicate to lay
down, but I shall explain it.

With regard to her purported role in
the release of Dr. and Mrs. Schnap-
pauf from the East German prison
after Dr. Schnappauf had been con-
victed of political crimes or attempting
to seek asylum at the U.S. Embassy,
this was the testimony of Ambassador
Ridgway:

Through the act of intervention of the
American Embassy, Dr. Schnappauf and his
wife have been released and are now in
West Germany.

Well, Mr. President, I did a little
checking, and I was informed that the
West German Government is unaware
of any role played by the U.S. Embas-
sy in East Berlin, a precise contradic-
tion of Mrs. Ridgway’s testimony. In
fact, I am informed that what actually
happened is that the West German
Government paid a ransom of 200,000
Deutsche Marks to bribe the East
German Government to release the
Schnappaufs. Although this informa-
tion has certain sensitive aspects, the
point is that Ambassador Ridgway
made absolutely no attempt to inform
the committee, privately or otherwise,
about the true facts of the situation.

She very blandly said, “Through the
act of intervention of the American
Embassy, Dr. Schnappauf and his wife
have been released and are now in
West Germany."”

Mr. President, several times I made
the point that part of the oppression
suffered by the Schnappaufs as a
result of their expulsion by Ambassa-
dor Ridgway was the loss of their chil-
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dren who were taken from them. Not a
syllable did Madam Ambassador utter
about that.

Ambassador Ridgway, after stating
that the Schnappaufs had been re-
leased through the intervention of the
American Embassy—which was not
true—failed to inform the committee
that the children were not allowed to
come to West Germany and that the
family is still divided.

The East German Government has
refused to allow the children to be
ransomed, since they are not consid-
ered ‘‘political” prisoners.

Then, Mr. President, I asked Ambas-
sador Ridgway whether it was not the
policy to put those seeking political
asylum in touch with a certain East
Berlin attorney, Wolfgang Vogel. Am-
bassador Ridgway flat-out denied that
this was the practice.

We have contacted Dr. Vogel and he
readily acknowledges that he routine-
ly handles such cases. In fact, he told
us that he had handled at least 100
such cases.

Then I asked Ambassador Ridgway
whether Dr. Schnappauf was referred
to Dr. Vogel. She replied “No, he was
not.” The truth is, Mr. President, I am
informed that the West German Gov-
ernment paid the 200,000 Deutsche
Marks to Dr. Vogel.

Another point. Ambassador Ridgway
very colorfully asserted that Dr.
Schnappauf was a threat to the Em-
bassy because he was carrying surgical
scissors and poisons and that he
threatened to, and I quote here, “kill
his wife and kill his children and kill
himself.”

Dr. Schnappauf has been contacted
since Mrs. Ridgway's testimony and he
flatly denies that he carried scissiors
or poisons into the U.S. Embassy or
that he threatened to kill himself or
his family.

Furthermore, the West German
magazine ‘“der Spiegel,” which investi-
gated the story for 3 months before
breaking the story in October 1984,
has told us that its reporters never
found any reference to these charges
made by Ambassador Ridgway in their
intensive investigations.

Do you not know, Mr. President,
that if there had been a scintilla of
truth to the suggestion that Dr.
Schnappauf had surgical scissors and
poisons in his possession in the Embas-
sy and that he had threatened to kill
his children, der Spiegel would not
have been able to overlook that; in
fact, would have made it a prominent
part of the story.

Let us go on. Ambassador Ridgway
stated during my questioning of her
that it is not the U.S. policy to grant
asylum in the Embassy to those who
are fleeing from political oppression.
That may be the general rule; I do not
know. But there are certainly many
well-known cases where such a rule, if
it exists, has certainly not been fol-
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lowed. The fact that Dr. Schnappauf
and his wife were arrested following
their expulsion from the United States
Embassy—bear in mind, they were
pushed out of the U.S. Embassy onto
the street, into the arms of the Com-
munist police, on the orders of Ambas-
sador Ridgway. They were hauled off
to court, a Communist court. They
were convicted of political crimes.

It seems to me, Mr. President, that
Dr. Schnappauf was right on target
when he tried te express his concerns
to the U.S. Ambassador at the U.S.
Embassy in East Germany. His con-
cerns were real. I think a fair case
could be made that Ambassador Ridg-
way failed in her judgment in this case
when she directed that this man and
his wife and children be pushed out of
the U.S. Embassy into the arms of the
Communist police, who hauled them
off and convicted them of political
crimes.

At the very minimum, putting Am-
bassador Ridgway’s testimony in its
best light, I think this episode indi-
cates that this lady fails to understand
the basic issue of why men and women
flee all over this world from Commu-
nist oppression. It may be small
wonder, Mr. President, that the per-
ception is growing around the world
that the United States is a paper tiger,
that we really do not mean it when we
say we are opposed to a world domi-
nated by Marxism.

Then, Mr. President, the informa-
tion received in the past 2 weeks indi-
cates that Ambassador Ridgway
misled the committee in material
points concerning a critical issue in
her current assignment. One might
say that this deception is both positive
in attempting to take credit for the
satisfactory resolution of a crisis and
negative in omitting to supply essen-
tial information necessary to under-
stand what she was saying in her testi-
mony. One of the central issues which
I raised during the testimony of Am-
bassador Ridgway was the way she
handled the Schnappauf incident at
the U.S. Embassy in East Berlin on
June 27, 1984. The purpose of this
question was to reveal her attitude
toward appeasement of the Commu-
nist government in East Germany, and
perhaps, in the macroview, of commu-
nism in general and the Soviet Union
in particular.

This incident was particularly im-
portant, I think, because, First, it was
a clear-cut case of whether the United
States would sacrifice human rights
on the alter of détente; second, it was
a test of Ambassador Ridgway's effec-
tiveness and courage in an unexpected
crisis; and, it would reveal her rela-
tionship with Honecker and his offi-
cials.

Let's get the picture again, Mr.
President, just for purposes of clarity.
Dr. Schnappauf and his wife and his
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children came to the U.S. Embassy in
East Berlin, where Ambassador Ridg-
way was our Ambassador. They plead-
ed with the United States—because
Mrs. Ridgway was the representative
of the United States in East Germa-
ny—they pleaded for asylum and they
were denied it. They were pushed out
into the streets, into the arms of the
Communist police, and taken off and
convicted of political crimes.

Then Ambassador Ridgway said,
“Oh, well, we worked it out”—this is,
in effect, what she said—"‘we worked it
out, because they are now in West
Germany.”

There was a bit of snickering by one
of the Senators present, Senator
BipeN, who said rather disdainfully to
me—the question was intended for me
but it was asked of Mrs. Ridgway—
“How did you manage to screw up so
badly?""—The inference being that she
was a hero; she had worked it over,
and there was no question about her
commitment, or her courage, or any-
thing else.

Well, that is just fine, except it was
not true.

Mr. President, I am supposed to
wave this nomination on and say,
“Fine, so vote it.” And maybe that is
what I ought to do. But there happens
to be a little constitutional obstacle
called advise-and-consent standing be-
tween me and that sort of decision. As
long as I am a Member of the Senate,
I am going to take all of the Constitu-
tion seriously, including the advise-

and-consent provision.

But let us go back to Ambassador
Ridgway’'s testimony. In responding to
my questions that afternoon down-
stairs in this Capitol in the Foreign
Relations Room, Mrs. Ridgway por-
trayed Schnappauf as a demented man
who was a security threat to Embassy
personnel.

Now, get that, Mr. President. And
then she said he was released from
prison and allowed to go to West Ger-
many through the representations of
the U.S. Embassy. None of this was so,
not a syllable of it, by anybody’'s rea-
sonable interpretation, Mr. President.

Now, we did some investigation with
the assistance of the Library of Con-
gress, and I have to conclude, Mr.
President, that Ambassador Ridgway’s
testimony was a deliberate attempt to
mislead, if not to deceive, the members
of the Foreign Relations Committee.
Not only is the whole context of
Schnappauf’s release totally different,
but it does no credit either to Mrs.
Ridgway or to the East German Gov-
ernment. In addition, the principals in
the case, who have been contacted in
the past weeks, flatly contradict the
essential portions of Mrs. Ridgway's
testimony.

Now, you may say “Why is the
Schnappauf Case so Crucially Impor-
tant?” Well, let us look at the context
of the case. In the summer of 1984,
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there was a proposal that Erich Hon-
ecker, the East German Communist
Party boss, would visit West Germany,
the first time that a Communist Head
of State of East Germany would make
such a visit. The advocates of détente
were especially eager that this visit
take place, as a sign of movement
toward the reunification of Germany
and toward “improvement” of East-
West relations generally.

But you know something, Mr. Presi-
dent. That little proposal backfired
when some 55 East Germans entered
the West German representation
office in East Berlin, seeking asylum,
and refused to leave. So, what did that
do? Their presence gave the lie to the
illusion that oppression had eased in
East Germany. In fact, it increased
tension among the West German
public. By the end of a summer, the
proposed Honecker visit was canceled,
spelling an end to the hopes for dé-
tente.

Ambassador Ridgway's attitude
toward those fleeing from political op-
pression in East Germany was, there-
fore, one of the most important as-
pects of her service in the East Berlin
Embassy.

When Dr. Schnappauf and his wife
came to the Embassy and sought polit-
ical asylum, Mrs. Ridgway faced a
major dilemma. If she allowed the
Schnappaufs to stay in the U.S. Em-
bassy, it would undoubtedly encourage
other East Germans to seek asylum in
the Embassy, in the light of the fact
that the 55 at that time in the West
German representation office were al-
ready a major embarrassment toward
improving East-West relations. So if
she allowed a second such embarrass-
ment, the Honecker visit would un-
doubtedly be canceled, as later hap-
pened anyhow. The only course of
action for someone who was anxious
to improve relations was to prevent
the development of another situation
in which a desperate group of men and
women were seeking to fulfill the
yvearning that all of us have, the
yearning to be free.

Therefore, the arrival of the
Schnappaufs on June 27 clearly pre-
sented the Ambassador with a turning
point. If she permitted the doctor and
his wife to stay, she would, in effect,
be confronting the Honecker regime
with public evidence of its moral deg-
radation, with the almost guaranteed
result of a mushrooming “incident.”
So what happened? A decision was
made by Ambassador Ridgway to
expel the Schnappaufs by force, shov-
ing them outside the door onto the
street and into the arms of the Com-
munist police.

What a great way for the United
States to conduct its affairs. The door
of the U.S. Embassy in East Germany
exits directly on the street, so the forc-
ible expulsion of anybody meant plac-
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ing them directly in the arms of the
East German Police.

It may be assumed that constant
surveillance of those who enter and
leave the U.S. Embassy is maintained
by the East German Secret Police; it
may even be that the Embassy noti-
fied the East German authorities that
the Schnappaufs were being expelled.

I regret I did not raise that point at
the hearing. At any rate, the Schnap-
paufs were arrested and their children
were taken from them, and that was
it—real episode of bravery and stout-
heartedness on the part of our State
Department representative in East
Germany.

The incident went unreported in the
press for 3 months. But, as I said earli-
er, during those 3 months, the West
German weekly news magazine Der
Spiegel—which happens to be the
most important weekly journal in
West Germany—spent 3 months inves-
tigating the incident and was finally
able to break the story on October 1,
1984. For Spiegel, it was not a casual
story but one that required weeks of
investigatory journalism. Ambassador
Ridgway herself appears in the story
as an Embassy spokeswoman.

THE NO-ASYLUM POLICY

Now, Mr. President, it is clear that
Ambassador Ridgway was operating
under a settled policy that persons
seeking asylum would not be permit-
ted to stay in the U.S. Embassy, be-
cause she said this in response to a
question I asked of her:

The United States does not grant asylum
at its overseas embassies. The United States
grants asylum only on its own territory.
When East Germans come to the American
Embassy to seek asylum, we explain to them
that we do not grant it. We take their
names. * * * We do not grant it at our em-
bassies overseas. * * * I am confident that
that is the policy, because the background
to your story and the questions and the situ-
ation in East Germany is one that caused us
to review this extensively within the last
year or 18 months, and we do not grant po-
litical asylum at our embassies.

Senator HeLms. So the rejection of the
Schnappaufs did not represent in your view
a new U.S. policy?

Ambassador Rincway. Absolutely not.

I had to gather from this statement
that a predetermined policy decision
has been made, either at her Embassy
or in the State Department, that polit-
ical asylum would not be granted to
anyone entering the Embassy. Grant-
ed that asylum, even temporary
asylum, would create difficult prob-
lems—as it created problems in the
U.S. Embassy in Budapest when Cardi-
nal Mindzenty sought asylum, and as
it created problems in Moscow when
the Evangelical Christians sought
asylum. But rather than face those
problems, the Ambassador, and/or her
superiors in the State Department, de-
cided on a policy that would turn over
those pathetic people to the Commu-
nist police outside the Embassy door.
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AWARENESS OF THE IMPORTANCE OF THE
HONECKER VISIT

Ambassador Ridgway was fully
aware of the importance of the pro-
posed Honecker visit to West Germa-
ny. Referring to the date of the
Schnappauf’'s explusion from the U.S.
Embassy, I asked the nominee:

Was that day a part of the time during
the crisis between East and West Germany?

Ambassador Ripeway. That was part of
what has come to be known as the Summer
of 1984, in which the question of a visit to
West Germany by Erich Honecker was still
very much a front page topic, and the
would-he-or-won't-he question was popular;
and of course as you know by the Labor Day
weekend the decision was in and Erich Hon-
ecker did not visit West Germany.

Nevertheless, Ambassador Ridgway
professed to be unaware of the prob-
lem of the East German political refu-
gees at the West German representa-
tion office.

I asked her:

Were there other refugees seeking politi-
cal asylum at other embassies in East Berlin
at that time?

Ambassador Ripcway. At that time, as far
as I know, there were not. This was the
summer of 1984. I think not. There may
have been a residual from previous prob-
lems, but my understanding is not in the
summer of 1984.

Senator HeLms. Not at the West Germany
embassy?

Ambassador Ripeway. There had been,
but not at that particular time, in June of
1984. I believe not.

Senator HeLms, My information here indi-
cates that there were 55 refugees holed up
in the Bonn mission to East Germany.

Ambassador Ripeway. That certainly was
a problem, but I have lost my sense of the
time. It could have been in that period, yes.

When confronted with the facts, the
Ambassador changed her tune, after
trying to gloss over the fact that refu-
gees seeking political asylum was a
very sensitive political and diplomatic
issue at the time she expelled the
Schnappaufs into the hands of the
East German Secret Police.

AMBASSADOR RIDGWAY'S VIEW OF LIFE UNDER

COMMUNISM

Ambassador Ridgway seemed to
have no concept of why persons living
under communism want to be free—or
even that freedom is the heart of the
issue. Rather, she stated that many
people wanted to leave communism be-
cause they did not live enriching lives
under the system.

I might say, parenthetically, that if
that is not a naive statement, it is cer-
tainly the greatest understatement I
have heard come from the lips of any-
body testifying before a Committee of
Congress. The point is that Ambassa-
dor Ridgway sees no anomaly in tell-
ing people who are urgently seeking
political asylum to go back and regis-
ter for emigration from the system
from which they are trying to escape.
She testified as follows, and this is a
verbatim quotation from the tran-
seript:
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We explain the procedures for them. We
also urge them if they have ties in West
Germany to address their applications to
the West German embassy, because many
do not want to come to our country, and
urge them to use a process. I personally be-
lieve, Senator, there is no other solution to
this in terms of a diplomatic establishment
overseas in a country of this kind, which has
a wall, which limits travel, which limits emi-
gration to those people, women who are 60,
and men who are 65, after their so-called
productive years, when the state is quite
happy to allow them to travel, which con-
structs within its borders & system of re-
wards and incentives which people find do
not lead to enriching lives, and they want to
leave, and when you and I know that we can
pick up and move from one state to the next
?r go from here to the Bahamas if we would
ike.

They cannot. Those frustrations are
normal. But how one counters them other
than insisting . . . that their cases be expe-
ditiously handled and that they be allowed
to exit, working with the Federal Republic
to support their efforts. I know of no other
means to get to the problem. It is a human
rights violation. We have made that clear.

Ambassador Ridgway's lack of a feel-
ing of urgency in dealing with political
dissidents who face arrest and jail is
an indictment of her understanding of
basic East-West issues. The notion
that political prisoners are trying to
escape because they are denied the
option to visit the Bahamas is extraor-

dinary.
THE VOGEL CONNECTION

I also brought up the issue of Dr.
Wolfgang Vogel, an East German at-
torney and intimate friend of Erich
Honecker, who frequently serves as a
bridge in cases of persons seeking po-
litical asylum. Senator HeLms asked
whether such refugees were usually
referred to Dr. Vogel for help. Ambas-
sador Ridgway replied:

No, they were not. They are normally re-
ir:im to their authorities in their own prov-

ce.

When asked whether Dr. Schnap-
pauf was referred to Dr. Vogel, she re-
plied:

No, he was not * * * the Schnappauf case
is quite different from the line of what we
normally do or how often do we call Dr.
Vogel.

As subsequent investigation has
shown, Dr. Vogel does handle sensitive
political refugee cases, and has han-
dled at least 100 as far as we have been
able to determine. He also played a
crucial role in the Schnappauf case,
despite the fact that Ambassador
Ridgway did not see fit to call him in.
This role will be detailed at a later
point.

THE NATURE OF DR. SCHNAPPAUF'S PROTEST

Ambassador Ridgway portrayed Dr.
Schnappauf not as a person seeking
political asylum, but as a deranged and
desperate man who was a threat to the
security of the Embassy. Apart from
the striking similarity of this charge
to the kinds of charges which the
Soviet Union routinely makes against
political dissidents, we have contacted
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Dr. Augstein, the publisher of Der
Spiegel, the reporter who investigated
the case and wrote the story, and Dr.
Schnappauf himself. All of them flatly
deny the Ambassador's allegations.

Ambassador Ridgway testified as fol-
lows:

Dr. Schnappauf entered with his wife and
two children, a distraught, frustrated,
deeply anxious man who in his desire to
leave East Germany had perhaps paid some
of the prices that you were talking about,
and who said that if he were not allowed to
either stay in the embassy or to emigrate,
he would kill his wife and kill his children
and kill himself.

Our security officers determined that Dr.
Schnappauf was carrying poisons and a pair
of surgical scissors. The officers in charge of
the embassy at that time determined that
their responsibility to the members of the
staff of the embassy required them to try to
dissuade Dr. Schnappauf from his course,
and, failing that, to remove him from the
embassy as a threat to the security of our
personnel. He was 50 removed.

Senator HeLms. You said he had poison
and that he was going to kill his children.

Ambassador Ripcway. Yes, and he was
carrying surgical scissors.

Ambassador Ripgway. This is a man who
in the judgment of the people in charge rep-
resented a threat to the embassy and to the
personnel of that embassy.

Senator HeLms. Well, surely they did not
or he did not. A pair of scissors, which could
have been taken from his person, right, by
your security people, and the poison, did
you see the poison? I mean, was the poison
seen?

Ambassador Rineway. As far as I know, it
was taken from him.

Senator HeLms, Okay. Well, what was the
endangerment to embassy personnel? . .. I
do not want to be argumentative with you.
Now, you mentioned poison and a pair of
scissors. Ipso facto, this man or this man
and his wife were a peril to the embassy per-
sonnel?

Ambassador Ringway. That was the judg-
ment.

Senator HeLms. What was he going to use?

Ambassador Rineway. Poison and scissors.

Senator Herms. But I thought you just
said they took that from him.

Ambassador Rineway. Well, they took it
from him in the course of trying to straight-
en out the situation and asking the man to
leave the embassy.

Senator HeLms. Okay, the poison is gone,
the scissors are gone. Now what is the peril
to the embassy personnel?

Ambassador Ripeway. I think that kind of
personality, a man who was frustrated,
angry, and threatened the lives of his chil-
dren is not someone that we really care to
keep in the lobby of the embassy, and when
they refuse to leave after all of the perti-
nent; information was taken about the
nature of their case and their desire to
leave, I think that the embassy officer acted
correctly.

Senator Heims. But the United States
government advertises all around the world
that we are against communism, and here
he comes for help, and you say, I am sorry,
you have got to go over here to see the
people who are going to put you in jail.

Dr. Schnappauf, when contacted last
week, emphatically denied that he was
carrying scissors or poison, or that he
had threatened to kill himself or his
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children. Der Spiegel has told us that
its editors and reporters came across
no reports or information that would
suggest that Dr. Schnappauf made
any such threats. Ambassador Ridg-
way'’s version is so at variance with the
information provided by the other
parties to the events that some effort
ought to be made to establish the fac-
tual situation.

EFFORTS TO RELEASE DR. AND MRS, SCHNAPPAUF

Ambassador Ridgway stated before
the committee that Dr. Schnappauf
and his wife were released from prison
and allowed to come to West Germany
through the efforts of her Embassy.
She states:

Through the act of intervention of the
American Embassy, Dr. Schnappauf and his
wife have been released and are now in
West Germany.

This statement was well received by
Mrs. Ridgway's supporters on the com-
mittee. Senator BipEn posed the fol-
lowing ironic question:

How did you screw up so badly to get
them freed?

The assumption of the audience was
that it was intervention by Ambassa-
dor Ridgway that secured the release.
However, later she slightly modified
her testimony, not claiming actual
participation in the transfer, but still
strongly implying that her efforts
were responsible for the change of
heart by the East Germans:

Senator HELMs. And you later participated
as I gathered from Senator Biden's com-
ment in the transfer of these people to West
Germany.

Ambassador RingwAy. No, not in the
transfer, but we knew that Dr. Schnappauf
had been arrested. We knew the disposition
of the case, and we worked actively through
the channels available to us to indicate to
those people in East Germany who were in
charge of such things that Dr. Schnappauf
had been arrested. We knew the disposition
of the case, and we worked actively through
the channels available to us to indicate to
those people in East Germany who were in
charge of such things that the United
States does not expect people who visit the
embassy to be arrested, people seeking in-
formation on emigration, people seeking to
use our library, that we expect that the
normal course of diplomatic events and our
presence there that people should be free to
come and go, that in this particular instance
we understood that there were the security
features of it, but nevertheless expected
people to be released. That message having
been delivered, and quite strongly, and
through the channels available to us, we
know from Dr, Schnappauf that he is now
in West Germany.

Although there was an attempt by
Ambassador Ridgway in this passage
to step back slightly from taking full
credit for the release of the Schnap-
paufs—and she was entitled to none of
the credit—she still presented the re-
lease as the culmination of a sequence
of representations which she made di-
rectly to the East German Govern-
ment. She did nothing to suggest to
Senator BipEN that the real credit
might lie elsewhere.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

In point of fact, knowledgeable dip-
lomats have told us that they know of
no action by the U.S. Embassy on
behalf of the Schnappaufs that actu-
ally had the practical result of freeing
the Schnappaufs. Mrs. Ridgway, her-
self, told us that she went through the
usual diplomatic routine—a ritual for-
malism that would have no effect on a
Communist government. The real
story is quite different.

What actually happened was that
last April the West German Govern-
ment paid a ransom of 200,000 deutsch
marks, in accordance with a secret ar-
rangement begun by Willy Brandt,
whereby political prisoners and dis-
senters could be bought from the East
German Communist state into West
Germany.

The man receiving the extortion
money was Dr. Wolfgang Vogel. The
children, contrary to the suggestion of
Ambassador Ridgway, were never re-
stored to the Schnappaufs, and they
are still in East Germany. As children,
they are not classified as political dis-
senters, and hence are not available
under the ransom arrangement.

This arrangement shows clearly that
the West German Government obvi-
ously did not consider the Schnap-
paufs as demented or threatening indi-
viduals; clearly it considered them as
political dissenters. The East German
Government placed them in the same
category, or it would not have released
them through the system restricted
only to political prisoners.

While it would be understandable
that Ambassador Ridgway could not
discuss this aspect of the case in
public, she made no effort to inform
the committee that certain aspects
could not be discussed in open testimo-
ny, nor did she subsequently inform
the committee of the real facts in the
case. Instead, she left the committee
deceived as to the truth and as to her
skills of diplomacy.

In the judgment of this Senator
from North Carolina, Mrs. Ridgway
has defaulted on her responsibility
both in connection with the episode in
East Germany and with her testimony
before the Foreign Relations Commit-
tee. I cannot in good conscience sup-
port her nomination.

I thank the Chair, and I yield the
floor.

NOMINATION OF RICHARD R. BURT

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, I
am sorry that I was not here before
the Senator from North Carolina com-
pleted his remarks.

But my colleagues might recall that
when Mr. Burt was first suggested as
being a member of the State Depart-
ment I objected. I objected basically at
that time on the grounds that when
he was a reporter for the New York
Times he had made disclosures of very
highly classified material that nearly
disrupted the relations between
Norway and our country.

July 15, 1985

Mr. President, I have received, and
this is something that has never hap-
pened to me in the 30-odd years I have
served in this body, as of maybe a half
hour ago 26 telephone calls from Ger-
many saying that they oppose the ap-
pointment of Mr, Burt to be Ambassa-
dor. As I say, that has never happened
before. I do not know if it was engi-
neered by someone in this country. I
do not know what the source is.

I merely think the Senate should be
interested in that fact.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I am op-
posed to the nomination of Mr. Rich-
ard Burt. I opposed Mr. Burt's nomi-
nation when he was chosen to be As-
sistant Secretary for European Af-
fairs. I pointed out at that time that
Mr. Burt’s action, in publishing sensi-
tive classified data while a reporter for
the New York Times compromised his
ability to serve the U.S. Government.

At that time Mr. Burt published in-
formation about the Chalet satellite
system, a system which he said was
used by the United States for detect-
ing violations of the arms control trea-
ties by the Soviet Union. For some
reason, many of my colleagues, in
their eagerness to confirm Mr, Burt,
did not think it significant that Mr.
Burt, as a journalist, had compromised
our intelligence data.

But now, after Mr. Burt’s perform-
ance as Assistant Secretary, we see
how, irnonically, the Chalet story epi-
sode was a perfect prelude to the phi-
losophy which he pursued within the
administration. For Mr. Burt became
the prime exponent in the councils of
the administration of the doctrine
that the United States should unilat-
erally observe the arms constraints of
the SALT II Treaty, even though that
treaty was never ratified by the U.S.
Senate, and even though the Soviets
themselves have committed massive
violations of the levels proposed in
that treaty.

Mr. President, when Mr. Burt came
before the Foreign Relations Commit-
tee last month, I attempted to ques-
tion him about his performance as As-
sistant Secretary. But Mr. Burt was
extremely reticent to discuss his
record. He took his stand on what has
now been called the Armacost doc-
trine; namely, that governmental offi-
cials do not have to be accountable to
the Senate—and ultimately to the
people—for their actions.

Indeed, Mr. Burt stated that if his
actions and advice were subject to
become public knowledge that he
could not serve effectively.

The question immediately arises:
What kind of advice was he giving, if
he is ashamed to be accountable for it?
Mr. Burt seems to feel that he would
be inhibited in speaking his mind if he
had to give an account of it later.

However, Mr. President, that is pre-
cisely what the confirmation process is
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for. As Senators obliged to give advice
and consent on key nominations, we
cannot do so unless we have account-
ing of the stewardship of the nomi-
nees. It is very strange that Mr. Burt
had no inhibitions about publishing
sensitive, classified information that
affected the security of the United
States when he was a journalist; but
now that he is a public servant he de-
clines to disclose even information
that is nonclassified.

So I did not get very far with my
questioning of Mr. Burt. He simply re-
fused to cooperate.

But that does not mean that we do
not know what kind of advice he gave.
We know what positions he took.
There are enough loyal patriots, whis-
tle-blowers on policy questions, who
have quietly kept the Senate informed
of the outrageous standards taken by
Mr. Burt. And I intend to detail them
here. Mr. Burt may think that this is
unfair; but he had his chance to speak
freely.

Mr. President, it is well known that
Mr. Burt has consistently opposed any
significant change from the arms con-
trol philosophy of the Carter adminis-
tration. Perhaps that is why he is so
well regarded by partisans of that ad-
ministration. While he claims that
there is a philosophical difference be-
tween himself and the Carter policy-
makers—while he claims that he does
not believe that increased security will
flow from arms control—his policies
are basically the same. The only dif-
ference is that he rationalizes these
policies in terms of keeping the Atlan-
tic alliance going, rather than on the
basis of arms control per se; but the
politics are fundamentally the same.

Until Secretary of State Alexander
Haig ultimately vetoed Mr. Burt’s ar-
guments, he argued against the pro-
duction of binary—chemical—weapons
because he said it would upset the
Allies. Now that the production of
binary weapons has been approved, he
says he favors production, but he is
concerned about the timing of deploy-
ment and the need to consult with the
Allies. One gets the impression that
Mr. Burt thinks the best timing is
never. Instead of taking a policy of
leadership in the alliance, he was con-
tent to accept the minimal levels of co-
operation that had been engendered
under the Carter administration.

Similarly, Mr. President, he argued
strongly against implementation of
the President’s concept of the zero
option in arms control, and eventually
won out. He consistently opposed sub-
stantial reductions as a goal for arms
control negotiations, accepting current
levels as the norm.

We also know what his position has
been on observance of the SALT II
treaties. His preferred position for
START would have been SALT II
with cosmetic changes. His second
preference would be for a “Vladivos-
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tok" style agreement—that is the ob-
servance of unilateral declarations by
both sides, without any verification.
He has always opposed limits on
throw-weight although at the begin-
ning he was only against direct limits
on throw-weight. Since our START
position was announced in May 1982,
he has been attempting to get the ad-
ministration to raise the limit on war-
heads, thereby undercutting its effec-
tiveness.

Mr. Burt says that he favors the
SDI. But he would like to trade away
the SDI for an agreement that would
permit an increase in Soviet missile
RV warheads. For him it is a mere bar-
gaining chip. Indeed, until the Presi-
dent clearly vetoed the idea personal-
ly, Mr. Burt called for a 3-year morato-
rium on SDI testing.

In the INF negotiations, Mr. Burt
has pushed for higher RV levels after
we abandoned the zero-option—an
abandonment that was largely due to
his own efforts—and to back away
from global limits.

Finally, Mr. Burt has been the prin-
cipal architect of the interim restraint
theory, that is, that we should observe
the unratified SALT II Treaty even
though it was never ratified and even
though both President Reagan and
the Senate Armed Services Committee
pronounced it fatally flawed. It is not
surprising, then, that he has been the
main opponent within the administra-
tion of reporting to Congress on Soviet
SALT violations. He has refused to
find any Soviet SALT violations; when
the violations were pointed out to him,
he refused to call the violations viola-
tions. Clearly, he did not want any
public announcement about Soviet vio-
lations, or doing anything concrete to
require the Soviets to correct those
violations—and he supports continued
compliance with all of SALT II, de-
spite the Soviet violations.

Mr. Burt may take umbrage at this
recital, for when his record is made
public one might get the impression
that he is more anxious to find ex-
cuses for Soviet imperialism and op-
pression than he is to develop coher-
ent policies for the administration to
rectify the situation. But the record is
there to see. If Mr. Burt wants to chal-
lenge it, then let him drop his advoca-
cy of the Armacost doctrine; let him
come and testify under oath. I think
there may be some others who would
be happy to testify at the same time.

Mr. President, a parliamentary in-
quiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator will state it.

Mr. HELMS. As I understand it, we
have four nominations that have been
considered today to one extent or an-
other. Is that correct?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator is correct.
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Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, have the
yeas and nays been obtained on these
nominations?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
veas and nays have not been obtained.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that it be in order
for me to request the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is the
Senator suggesting that he be allowed
to request the yeas and nays on all
four?

Mr. HELMS. Exactly.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I ask for
the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is
there a sufficient second?

There is not a sufficient second.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

(During the quorum call Mr. ABDNOR
occupied the chair.)

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
PressLER). Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I ask
that the Senate now vote on the nomi-
nation of Mr. Ferch. Prior to asking
that the Chair entertain such a sug-
gestion, I yield to Senator PELL.

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, as we move
to a voice vote on this nomination, I
must say that I have a twinge of
regret for our colleagues who have
come from all parts of the country to
be here for what they thought were
going to be rollcall votes this after-
noon.

I realize the difficulties of the lead-
ership in working out agreements that
will be announced shortly with regard
to votes tomorrow. I congratulate the
manager of the nominations, the
chairman of the committee, Mr.
LucGAR, on the work he has done in this
regard.

I will not press for a rollcall vote,
but this may be a precedent for the
future. When the leadership an-
nounces on Friday that, in all likeli-
hood, there will be rollcall votes on
Monday, Senators come from all over
the country to be here to vote. Then
they find that there are no votes. 1
think that it is a bad practice and, in
the end, can harm the leadership.

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I appre-
ciate the validity of the point made by
the distinguished ranking minority
member of the Foreign Relations
Committee, and I appreciate his ex-
traordinary cooperation, as always, as
we move on these nominations.

So far as I know, there is no call for
a rollcall on the nomination of Mr.
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Ferch and, to the best of my knowl-
edge, all debate on that nomination
has been completed.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senate is presently on the nomination
of Mr. Richard Burt.

NOMINATION OF JOHN ARTHUR FERCH

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the nomina-
tion of Mr. Burt be temporarily laid
aside and that we now proceed to the
nomination of Mr. Ferch.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

Without objection, the nomination
is considered and confirmed.

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote by which the
nomination was confirmed.

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I move to
lay that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the President
be immediately notified of the confir-
mation of this nomination.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I have
been authorized by the majority
leader to indicate that there will be no
more rollcall votes this evening.

Mr. President, shortly the majority
leader or his designee will come before
the Senate with a unamimous consent
request with regard to the program on
the nominees tomorrow.

The majority leader has suggested
that, after 2 p.m., when all Senators
will be coming back to the Chamber
from their respective meetings, 15
minutes of debate will occur on the
nomination of Mr. Corr and then a
rolleall vote on that nomination; that
15 minutes of debate will then occur
on the nomination of Mrs. Ridgway
and then a 15-minute rollcall vote on
that nomination; and that then 15
minutes of debate on the nomination
of Mr. Burt and a rollcall vote on that
nomination.

The majority leader will propound
that unanimous consent request.

At the moment we know of no po-
tential objections to that program and
this might offer Senators an idea of
the majority leader's request in ad-
vance.

Mr. President, I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I now
ask unanimous consent that commene-
ing at 2 p.m. tomorrow, Tuesday, 15
minutes of debate occur on the nomi-
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nation of Mr. Edwin G. Corr, to be
Ambassador to El Salvador, with a
rollcall vote on that nomination fol-
lowing 15 minutes of debate.

Mr. BYRD., Mr. President, reserving
the right to object, and I will object to
getting a rolleall by unanimous con-
sent. I do not think the distinguished
Senator wants to do that.

Mr. LUGAR. The point of the distin-
guished minority leader is well taken.
The method of voting will have to be
determined at that point. But a vote
will occur after 15 minutes of debate.

Then, 15 minutes of debate would
occur on the nomination of Ms. Ro-
zanne L. Ridgway to be an Assistant
Secretary of State, with a vote to
follow that 15 minutes of debate; and
then 15 minutes of debate would occur
on the nomination of Mr. Richard R.
Burt, to be Ambassador to the Federal
Republic of Germany, with a vote to
occur following that 15 minutes of
debate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that it be in order
to ask for the yeas and nays on the
nominations to be debated and voted
upon tomorrow, with one show of sec-
onds.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is
there objection? Without objection, it
is s0 ordered.

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I ask for
the yeas and nays on the three nomi-
nations.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is
there a sufficient second? There is a
sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

ROUTINE MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate
now proceed to morning business for
not to last beyond the hour of 7 p.m.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESI-
DENT RECEIVED DURING THE
ADJOURNMENT

Under the authority of the order of
the Senate of January 3, 1985, the Sec-
retary of the Senate on July 12, 1985,
during the adjournment of the Senate,
received messages from the President
of the United States submitting
sundry nominations; which were re-
ferred to the Committee on Foreign
Relations.

(The nominations received on July
18, 1985 are printed at the end of the
Senate proceedings.)
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REPORT ON GOVERNMENT EX-
PENDITURES ATTRIBUTABLE
TO THE NATIONAL ECONOMIC
EMERGENCY-MESSAGE FROM
THE PRESIDENT RECEIVED
DURING ADJOURNMENT—PM 63

Under the authority of the order of
the Senate of January 3, 1985, the Sec-
retary of the Senate, on July 12, 1985,
during the adjournment of the Senate,
received the following message from
the President of the United States, to-
gether with accompanying papers;
which was referred to the Committee
on Banking, Housing, and Urban Af-
fairs:

To the Congress of the United States:

This report is submitted pursuant to
Section 204 of the International Emer-
gency Economic Powers Act (50 U.S.C.
1703) and Section 401(c) of the Nation-
al Emergencies Act (50 U.S.C. 1641(c)
to account for Government expendi-
tures attributable to the national eco-
nomic emergency that I declared fol-
lowing the lapse of the Export Admin-
istration Act of 1979, as amended (50
U.S.C. App. 2401 el seq.) (EAA), on
March 30, 1984. On that date, I issued
Executive Order No. 12470 to continue
in effect the system of controls that
had been established under the EAA.
In view of the extension by Public Law
99-64 (July 12, 1985) of the authorities
contained in the EAA, this emergency
authority is no longer needed. Accord-
ingly, I have today issued Executive
Order No. 12525, a copy of which is at-
tached, rescinding the declaration of
an economic emergency and revoking
Executive Order No. 12470.

The export controls were not signifi-
cantly expanded during the emergency
period, and the administration of the
system of controls continued in the
normal course. Accordingly, the Gov-
ernment spent no funds over and
above what would have been spent
had the EAA remained in force with-
out interruption.

RoNALD REAGAN.

THE WHITE HOUSE, July 12, 1985.

TEMPORARY TRANSFER OF
POWER TO VICE PRESIDENT
OF THE UNITED STATES—MES-
SAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT—
PM 64

Pursuant to the provisions of the
25th Amendment to the Constitution
of the United States, the President of
the United States, on July 13, 1985,
transmitted the following message to
the President pro tempore of the
Senate [Mr. THurMOND]; which was re-
ferred to the Committee on the Judici-
ary:

Hon. STRoOM THURMOND,
President pro tempore,
U.S. Senate.

Dear MR. PrRESIDENT: I am about to

undergo surgery during which time I
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will be briefly and temporarily incapa-
ble of discharging the Constitutional
powers and duties of the Office of the
President of the United States.

After consultation with my Counsel
and the Attorney General, I am mind-
ful of the provisions of Section 3 of
the 25th Amendment to the Constitu-
tion and of the uncertainties of its ap-
plication to such brief and temporary
periods of incapacity. I do not believe
that the drafters of this Amendment
intended its application to situations
such as the instant one.

Nevertheless, consistent with my
long-standing arrangement with Vice
President Georce BusH, and not in-
tending to set a precedent binding
anyone privileged to hold this Office
in the future, I have determined and it
is my intention and direction that Vice
President Georce BusH shall dis-
charge those powers and duties in my
stead commencing with the adminis-
tration of anesthesia to me in this in-
stance.

I shall advise you and the Vice Presi-
dent when I determine that I am able
to resume the discharge of the Consti-
tutional powers and duties of this
Office.

May God bless this Nation and us
all,

Sincerely,
RONALD REAGAN.

RESUMPTION OF DUTIES AS
PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED
STATES—MESSAGE FROM THE
PRESIDENT—PM 65

Pursuant to the provisions of the
25th Amendment to the Constitution
of the United States, the President of
the United States, on July 13, 1985,
transmitted the following message to
the President pro tempore of the
Senate [Mr. THURMOND]; which was re-
ferred to the Committee on the Judici-
ary:

Hon. STROM THURMOND,
President pro tempore,
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC.
Dear MRr. PrResIDENT: Following up on
my letter to you of this date, please be
advised I am able to resume the dis-
charge of the Constitutional powers
and duties of the Office of the Presi-
dent of the United States. I have in-
formed the Vice President of my de-
termination and my resumption of
those powers and duties.

Sincerely,

RoONALD REAGAN.

MESSAGES FROM THE
PRESIDENT

Messages from the President of the
United States were communicated to
the Senate by Mr. Saunders, one of his
secretaries.
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EXECUTIVE MESSAGES
REFERRED

As in executive session, the Presid-
ing Officer laid before the Senate a
message from the President of the
United States submitting a sundry
nomination which was referred to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

(The nomination received today is
printed at the end of the Senate pro-
ceedings.)

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE RE-
CEIVED DURING THE AD-
JOURNMENT

Under the authority of the order of
the Senate of January 3, 1985, the Sec-
retary of the Senate, on July 12, 1985,
received a message from the House of
Representatives announcing that the
House has passed the following joint
resolution, without amendment:

S.J. Res. 40, Joint resolution to designate
the month of October 1985, as “National
Down Syndrome Month".

Under the authority of the order of
the Senate of July 11, 1985, the Secre-
tary of the Senate, on July 12, 1985,
during the adjournment of the Senate,
received a message from the House of
Representatives announcing that the
House has passed the following joint
resolution, in which it requests the
concurrence of the Senate:

H.J. Res. 325. Joint resolution to designate
July 13, 1985, as “Live Aid Day”.

Pursuant to the order of the Senate
of July 11, 1985, the joint resolution
was deemed to have been considered,
read the third time, and passed.

MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE

At 1:25 p.m., a message from the
House of Representatives, delivered by
Mr. Berry, one of its reading clerks,
announced that the House has passed
the following bills and joint resolu-
tions, in which it requests the concur-
rence of the Senate:

H.R. 99. An act to provide for the conser-
vation, rehabilitation, and improvement of
natural and cultural resources located on
public or Indian lands, and for other pur-

poses;

H.R. 1383. An act to direct the Secretary
of Agriculture to take certain actions to im-
prove the productivity of American farmers,
and for other purposes;

H.J. Res. 106. Joint resolution designating
i&(usl;st 1985, as “Polish American Herltage

onth";

H.J. Res. 164. Joint resolution to designate
August 4, 1985, as “Freedom of the Press
Day’; and

H.J. Res, 295. Joint resolution to designate
.S.ﬂy 16, 1985, as “National Atomic Veterans

ay".

ENROLLED JOINT RESOLUTIONS SIGNED

The message also announced that
the Speaker has signed the following
enrolled joint resolutions:

H.J. Res. 198. Joint resolution providing
for the appointment of Barnabas McHenry
as a citizen regent of the Board of Regents
of the Smithsonian Institution; and
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H.J. Res. 325. Joint resolution to designate
July 13, 1985, as “Live Aid Day"".

The enrolled joint resolutions were
subsequently signed by the President
pro tempore (Mr. THURMOND).

At 2:35 p.m., a message from the
House of Representatives, delivered by
Mr. Berry, one of its reading clerks,
announced that the House agrees to
the report of the committee of confer-
ence on the disagreeing votes of the
two Houses on the amendment of the
Senate to the bill (H.R. 1617) to au-
thorize appropriations to the Secre-
tary of Commerce for the programs of
the National Bureau of Standards for
fiscal year 1986, and for other pur-
pOses.

MEASURES REFERRED

The following bills and joint resolu-
tions were read the first and second
times by unanimous consent, and re-
ferred as indicated:

H.R. 99. An act to provide for the conser-
vation, rehabilitation, and improvement of
natural and cultural resources located on
public or Indian lands, and for other pur-
poses, to the Committee on Energy and Nat-
ural Resources.

H.R. 1383. An act to direct the Secretary
of Agriculture to take certain actions to im-
prove the productivity of American farmers,
and for other purposes; to the committee on
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry.

H.J. Res. 106. Joint resolution designating
August 1985, as “Polish American Heritage
Month”; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

H.J. Res. 164. Joint resolution to designate
August 4, 1885, as “Freedom of the Press
Day’"; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

MEASURES REFERRED

The following joint resolution was
read the first and second times by
unanimous consent, and placed on the
calendar:

H.J. Res. 295. Joint resolution to designate
July 16, 1985, as “National Atomic Veterans
Day".

EXECUTIVE AND OTHER
COMMUNICATIONS

The following communications were
laid before the Senate, together with
accompanying papers, reports, and
documents, which were referred as in-
dicated:

EC-1471. A communication from the As-
sistant Secretary of the Army transmitting,
pursuant to law, notice of a decision to con-
vert the Training and Audio Visual Support
Center functions, Ft. Dix, NJ to perform-
ance under contract; to the Committee on
Armed Services.

EC-1472. A communication from the
Deputy Secretary of the Treasury transmit-
ting a draft of proposed legislation to au-
thorize two Under Secretaries of the Treas-
ury, to the Committee on Banking, Housing,
and Urban Affairs.

EC-1473. A communication from the Ad-
ministrator of the National Aeronautics and
Space Administration transmitting, pursu-
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ant to law, a report on the reprogramming
of certain Construction of Facilites funds
from fiscal years 1981, 1982, 1983, and 1984;
to the Committee on Commerce, Science,
and Transportation.

EC-1474. A communication from the Di-
rector of the Office of Civilian Radioactive
Waste Management, Department of Energy,
transmitting, pursuant to law, a report enti-
tled “Mission Plan for the Civilian Radioac-
tive Waste Management Program; jointly,
pursuant to Public Law 97-425, to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Natural Resources
and the Committee on Environment and
Public Works.

EC-1475. A communication from the
Acting Secretary of the Interior transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, notice of an oil and
gas lease sale, Outer Continental Shelf,
Western Gulf of Mexico; to the Committee
on Energy and Natural Resources,

EC-1476. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, a report on State
activities under the Maternal and Child
Health Block Grant program; to the Com-
mittee on Finance,

EC-1477. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, a report on the
Work Incentives [WIN] formula used to al-
locate the WIN appropriation to States; to
the Committee on Finance.

EC-1478. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the annual report
on the Aid to Families With Dependent
Children and Homemaker/Home Health
Aid Demonstration programs; to the Com-
mittee on Finance.

EC-1479. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the annual report
on the Runaway and Homeless Youth Cen-
ters; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

EC-1480. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the annual report
on the Age Discrimination Act; to the Com-
mittee on Labor and Human Resources.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

The following reports of committees
were submitted:

By Mr. THURMOND, from the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary, without amendment:

H.R. 1042. An act to grant a Federal char-
ter to the Pearl Harbor Survivors Associa-
tion (Rept. No. 99-103).

By Mr. HATCH, from the Committee on
Labor and Human Resources:

Report to accompany the bill (S. 1282) to
revise and extend provisions of the Public
Health Services Act relating to primary care
(Rept. No. 99-104).

Report to accompany the bill (S. 1283) to
amend title VII of the Public Health Service
Act relating to health professions training
assistance (Rept. No. 99-105).

Report to accompany the bill (S. 1284) to
amend title VIII of the Public Health Serv-
ice Act relating to nurse education (Rept.
No. 99-106).

Report to accompany the bill (S. 1285) to
amend provisions of the Public Health Serv-
ice Act relating to the National Health Serv-
ice Corps (Rept. No. 99-107).

Report to accompany the bill (S. 1309) to
amend the Public Health Service Act to
revise and extend the authorities under that
Act relating to the National Institutes of
Health and National Research Institutes,
and for other purposes (Rept. No. 99-108).
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EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF
COMMITTEES

The following executive reports of
committees were submitted:

By Mr. GOLDWATER, from the Commit-
tee on Armed Services:

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President,
from the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices, I report favorably the attached
listing of nominations.

Those identified with a single aster-
isk (*) are to be placed on the Execu-
tive Calendar. Those identified with a
double asterisk (**) are to lie on the
Secretary’s desk for the information
of any Senator since these names have
already appeared in the CONGRESSION-
AL REcorp and to save the expense of
printing again.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

(The nominations ordered to lie on
the Secretary's desk were printed in
the Recorp of June 27 and July 8,
1985, at the end of the Senate proceed-
ings.)

ROUTINE MILITARY NOMINATIONS—JULY 15,

*1. Maj. Gen. Murphy A, Chesney, U.S.
Aié'esr‘ome. to be Surgeon General. (Ref.
# )

*2. Col. Roy K. Flint, U.S. Army, to be
brigadier general. (Ref. #377)

*3. Maj. Gen. Robert W. Norris, U.S. Air
Force, to be the Judge Advocate General.
(Ref. #385)

*4. Brig. Gen. Keithe E. Nelson, U.S. Air
Force, to be the Deputy Judge Advocate
General and Major General. (Ref. #386)

*5. In the Army National Guard there are
16 appointments to the grade of major gen-
eral and below (list begins with Julius J.
Chosy). (Ref. #387)

*6. In the Army Reserve there are 22 ap-
pointments to the grade of major general
and below (list begins with George V.
Bauer). (Ref. #388)

*7. Maj. Gen. Willlam L. Kirk, U.S. Air
Force, to be lieutenant general. (Ref. #397)

**8. In the Army there are 796 permanent
promotions to the grade of colonel (list
begins with John Adams). (Ref, #399)

**9. In the Army there are 22 permanent
promotions to the grade of colonel and
below (list begins with 111X). (Ref. #400)

*10. Gen. Thomas M. Ryan, U.S. Air
i‘og:). to be placed on the retired list. (Ref.

*11. Lt. Gen. Duane H. Cassidy, U.S. Air
Force, to be general. (Ref. #405)

*12. In the Army there are 36 appoint-
ments to the grade of Major General (list
begins with John T. Myers). (Ref, #408)

**13. In the Air Force Reserve there are §
appointments to the grade of lleutenant
colonel (list begins with Anthony W.
Guidon). (Ref. #407)

*14. In the Air Force there is 1 promotion
to the grade of colonel (Stevens R. Nagel).
(Ref. #410)

**15. In the Army Reserve there are 225
promotions to the grade of colonel and
below (list begins with Hugh G. Baiden, Jr.).
(Ref. #411)

Total 1,130.

By Mr. HATCH, from the Committee on
Labor and Human Resources:

Marian North Koonce, of California, to be
a Member of the National Council on the
%&t}%l:'?pped for a term expiring September
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(The above nomination was reported
from the Committee on Labor and
Human Resources with the recommen-
dation that it be confirmed, subject to
the nominee’s commitment to respond
to requests to appear and testify
before any duly constituted committee
of the Senate.)

By Mr. GARN, from the Committee on
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs:
Glenn R. Wilson, of Nebraska, to be Presi-
g;m{. Government National Mortgage Asso-
tion.

(The above nomination was reported
from the Committee on Banking,
Housing, and Urban Affairs with the
recommendation that it be confirmed,
subject to the nominee's commitment
to respond to requests to appear and
testify before any duly constituted
committee of the Senate.)

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND
JOINT RESOLUTIONS

The following bills and joint resolu-
tions were introduced, read the first
and second time by unanimous con-
sent, and referred as indicated:

By Mr. MOYNIHAN (for himself, Mr.
BRADLEY, Mr. LAUTENBERG, Mr. SAR-
BANES and Mr. RIEGLE):

S. 1430. A bill to require the Secretary of
Health and Human Services to make grants
to eligible State and local governments to
support projects for education and informa-
tion dissemination concerning Acquired
Immune Deficiency Syndrome, and to make
grants to State and local governments for
the establishment of programs to test blood
to detect the presence of antibodies to the
human T-cell lymphotrophic virus; to the
Committee on Labor and Human Resources.

By Mr. DIXON:

S. 1431. A bill to amend the Congressional
Budget and Impoundment Control Act of
1974 to require expeditious consideration by
the Congress of a proposal by the President
to rescind all or part of any item of budget
authority if the proposal is transmitted to
the Congress on the same day on which the
President approves the bill or joint resolu-
tion providing such budget authority; to the
Committee on the Budget and the Commit-
tee on Governmental Affairs, jointly, pursu-
ant to the order of August 4, 1977.

By Mr. KERRY (for himself, Mr. KEn-
NEDY, Mr. INOUYE, Mr. MOYNIHAN
and Mr. CRANSTON):

S. 1432. A bill to prohibit discrimination
on the basis of affectional or sexual orienta-
tion, and for other purposes; to the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. GORTON (for himself, Mr.
MircHELL and Mr. WILSON):

S. 1433. A bill to provide for daylight
saving time on an expanded basis, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation.

By Mr. WILSON (for himself, Mr.
THURMOND, Mr. GARN, Mr. LUGAR,
Mr. DURENBERGER, Mr. Symms and
Mr. ExXoN):

S. 1434. A bill to amend the Fair Labor
Standards Act of 1938 to exclude the em-
ployees of States and political subdivisions
of States from the provisions of that Act re-
lating to maximum hours; to the Committee
on Labor and Human Resources,
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By Mr. BOSCHWITZ:

8. 1435. A bill for the relief of Shirley

Chow; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. DIXON:

8. J. Res, 162. A joint resolution proposing
an amendment to the Constitution authoriz-
ing the President to disapprove or reduce an
item of appropriations; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

By Mr. DOLE (for Mr. SpecTEr (for
himself, Mr. CRaANSTON, Mr. SIMON,
Mr. Bumpers, Mr. MELCHER, Mr.
WiLsoN, Mr. DURENBERGER, Mr.
PryoR, Mr. HoLLINGs, Mr. MITCHELL,
Mr. CHAFEE, Mr. PELL, Mr. CHILES,
Mr. Sasser, Mr. CoHEN, Mr. BoscH-
witz, Mr. ROCKEFELLER, Mr. HATCH,
Mr. StaFrorp, Mr. MOYNIHAN, Mr.
MATHIAS, Mr. AspNor, Mr. DeCoN-
cINI, Mr. LeviN, Mr. MURKOWSKI,
Mr. Heinz, Mrs. KassgsauMm, Mrs.
Hawkins, Mr. INoUYE, and Mr.
GLENN)):

S.J. Res. 163. Joint resolution to designate
July 16, 1985, as “National Atomic Veterans'
Day"; placed on the calendar.

SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT
AND SENATE RESOLUTIONS

The following concurrent resolutions
and Senate resolutions were read, and
referred (or acted upon), as indicated:

By Mr. HEINZ (for himself, Mr.
PRYOR, Mr. MATSUNAGA, Mr. SYMMS,
Mr. ARMSTRONG, Mr. BENTSEN, Mrs.
HAwWKINS, Mr. ZORINSKY, Mr. GRass-
LEY, Mr. WEICKER, Mr. ANDREWS, Mr.
BOREN, Mr, JoENsSTON, Mr. Dopp, Mr.
HARKIN, Mr. TrieLE, Mr. HELMs, Mr.
GARN, Mr. PRESSLER, Mr. SPECTER,
and Mr. NICKLES):

S. Res. 199. Resolution to urge the Senate
of the United States to reject any tax
reform proposal which would impose a tax
on the annual increase in the value of per-
manent life insurance; to the Committee on
Finance.

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

By Mr. MOYNIHAN (for him-
self, Mr. BRADLEY, Mr. LAUTEN-
BERG, Mr. SArBaNEs, and Mr.

RIEGLE):

S. 1430. A bill to require the Secre-
tary of Health and Human Services to
make grants to eligible State and local
governments to support projects for
education and information dissemina-
tion concerning Acquired Immune De-
ficiency Syndrome, and to make
grants to State and local governments
for the establishment of programs to
test blood to detect the presence of
antibodies to the human T-cell lym-
photrophic virus; to the Committee on
Labor and Human Resources.

AIDS EDUCATION AND PREVENTION ACT

® Mr. MOYNIHAN, Mr. President, I
rise today with my colleagues, Sena-
tors BRADLEY, LAUTENBERG, SARBANES
and RiIEGLE, to introduce legislation to
support efforts to control one of the
most virulent diseases of modern
times—Acquired Immune Deficiency
Syndrome, better known by its acro-
nym, AIDS. This is a matter of genu-
ine urgency.
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Since first identified in this country
6 years ago, more than 11,000 Ameri-
cans have been infected with AIDS,
and more than 5,600 of them have
died. The Centers for Disease Control
in Atlanta estimates that these num-
bers will double within the next year.
There is yet no cure for AIDS, no
proven course of treatment. AIDS af-
flicts men and women, heterosexuals
and homosexuals, children and adults.
More than 130 pediatric cases have
been reported. The only way to con-
trol this lethal disease is to prevent its
further spread, and that can best be
achieved through public education and
testing programs.

This legislation would provide $25
million next year, to be administered
by the Secretary of Health and
Human Services, to support State and
local public education campaigns
about AIDS and how best to prevent
it. These grant funds could be distrib-
uted flexibly, according to local needs,
and use to disseminate all possible in-
formation about AIDS by State and
municipal agencies.

Medical evidence strongly suggests
that a person can reduce the risk of
contracting AIDS by avoiding certain
behavior. Moreover, greater public un-
derstanding of this mysterious and ter-
rifying disease can correct misconcep-
tions and ease public fears. To date,
however, the AIDS prevention and
education effort, particularly at State
and local levels, has largely been ig-
nored. In the last fiscal year, 1984, just
$150,000 was spent on community-
based education programs; in the cur-
rent fiscal year, just $250,000. Mr. Jeff
Levi, political director of the National
Gay Task Force, testifying earlier this
year before the Senate Appropriations
Committee, noted, “Absent a vaccine,
absent a cure of effective treatment
for AIDS, we must undertake a major
national prevention and education
program.”

This bill also would provide $10 mil-
lion to State and local governments to
establish and operate alternative test-
ing sites for antibodies to the HTLV-
III virus. Although this blood test is
not a test for AIDS itself, persons who
are at risk for the disease should re-
ceive the blood test, and those who
have developed antibodies to the
HTLV-III virus should take steps to
reduce their risk of contracting AIDS,
or of passing it to others.

The new blood tests are now being
used to screen blood donations. How-
ever, commercial blood banks and
blood donation agencies should not be
the only places where the HTLV-III
blood test can be administered without
charge. Thousands could volunteer to
donate blood as a way to receive the
test, with the likelihood that a small
percentage would receive a “false neg-
ative” diagnosis—that is, persons who
have been exposed to the virus but
have not yet developed discernible
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antibodies to it, and who therefore

would be permitted to donate blood.

Persons who wish to know if they have

been exposed to the virus should take

the HTLV-III blood test—for their
health and the health of their commu-

nities. But they should not take it at a

commercial blood bank.

Finally, this legislation would ensure
confidentially for those who receive
the blood test, and those who partici-
pate in the education program. The
great social stigma attached to AIDS,
and the fact that the blood test is not
a conclusive test for the disease, re-
quire that participants remain anony-
mous. Absent such a guarantee, those
whom these programs could most help
will not come forward.

The Centers for Disease Control re-
ports an average of 150 new AIDS
cases every week. Every one of those
patients may eventually die from the
disease, at unprecedented costs to the
Nation and our health care systems.
We cannot continue to ignore AIDS,
or to classify it as an afflication affect-
ing only a limited group. It affects all
of society, and it must be confronted. I
urge all my colleagues to support this
important legislation, and ask unani-
mous consent that the full text of this
bill, as well as the most recent AIDS
statistics reported by the Centers for
Disease Control, be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
REcoRrp, as follows:

S. 1430

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That part B
of title III of the Public Health Service Act
is amended by inserting after section 315
the following new sections:

“GRANTS FOR EDUCATION AND INFORMATION
PROJECTS CONCERNING ACQUIRED IMMUNE DE-
FICIENCY SYNDROME
“Sgc, 316. (a)1) The Secretary shall make

grants to eligible State and local govern-

ments to support—

“(A) projects of education and informa-
tion dissemination concerning Acquired
Immune Deficiency Syndrome and the pre-
vention and treatment of such syndrome;
and

“(B) projects to facilitate the transfer and
communication of information concerning
Acquired Immune Deficlency Syndrome
among agencies of State and local govern-
ments.

“(2) A State or local government which re-
celves a grant to support a project described
in paragraph (1) may carry out such project
through grants to community organizations
or local chapters of national organizations
concerned with Acquired Immune Deficlen-
cy Syndrome.

“(b) For purposes of this section, the term
‘eligible State or local government’ means a
State or local government to which, during
the six-month period immediately preceding
the date on which an application under this
section is made, a number of cases of Ac-
quired Immune Deficiency Syndrome has
been reported which—

“(1) exceeds 100; or
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“(2) exceeds by 50 percent the number of
such cases reported to such government
during the preceding six-month period.

“(c) No grant may be made to a State or
local government under this section unless
an application therefor is submitted to the
%emy. Each such application shall con-

“(1) a description of the project to be con-
ducted with the grant; and

“(2) such other information as the Secre-
tary may by regulation prescribe.

“¢d) No individual who carries out a
project supported by a grant under this sec-
tion may disclose, or may be compelled to
disclose, the identity or identifying charac-
teristics of any individual who receives serv-
ices from such project unless the individual
who receives such services consents to such
disclosure or the individual carrying out
such project is authorized by an appropriate
order of a court of competent jurisdiction to
disclose such identity or characteristics.
Such an order may only be granted after ap-
plication showing that a clear and imminent
danger to the public safety will result in
such identity or characteristics are not dis-
closed. An individual who has received serv-
ices from such a project shall be afforded a
reasonable opportunity to participate in, or
object to, the application. In assessing such
an application, the court shall weigh the
public interest and the need for disclosure
of the identity or identifying characteristics
of such individual against the injury to such
individual that will result from such disclo-
sure. Upon granting of such an order, the
court shall impose appropriate safeguards
against unauthorized disclosure of such in-
dividual’s identity or identifying character-
istics.

“(e)1) No part of a grant made under this
section may be used to supplant State or
local funds that would be available to such
State or local government to carry out the
project supported under this section in the
absence of such grant.

“(2) Not more than 5 percent of a grant
under this section may be used for costs in-
curred to administer the project supported
with such grant.

*(3) The Federal share of the costs of any
project supported under this section shall
be 100 percent.

“(f) The total amount of a grant under
this section shall be obligated by a State or
local government not later than 2 years
after such grant is received by such govern-
ment. Any part of such grant which is not
obligated within such 2-year period shall be
repaid to the Secretary by the State or local
government immediately after the expira-
tion of such 2-year period.

“(gM1l) Each State or local government
which receives a grant under this section
shall keep such records as the Secretary
may require by regulation to facilitate an
effective audit.

“(2) The Secretary and the Comptroller
General of the United States shall have
access, for the purpose of audit and exami-
nation, to any books, documents, and
records of each State or local government
which receives a grant under this section, if,
in the opinion of the Secretary or the
Comptroller General, such books, docu-
ments, and records are related to the receipt
or use of any such grant.

*(3) No books, documents, or records kept
under the provisions of this section may be

“(A) to initiate or substantiate any crimi-
nal charges against an individual who re-
celves services from a project supported
with a grant udner this section; or
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“(B) to conduct any investigation with re-
spect to such an individual; or

“(C) as evidence in any civil action or pro-
ceeding against such an individual.

“(h) Within 30 days after the end of each
fiscal year, each State or local government
which receives a grant under this section
shall prepare and transmit a report to the
Secretary which describes the activities con-
ducted by the State or local government
with such grant, Within 80 days after the
end of each fiscal year, the Secretary shall
prepare and transmit a report to the Con-
gress which summarizes the reports pre-
pared by State or local governments under
the preceding sentence and which contains
such recommendations and additional infor-
mation as the Secretary considers appropri-
ate.

“(i) To carry out this section, there are au-
thorized to be appropriated $25,000,000 for
fiscal year 1986 and such sums as may be
necessary for each of the fiscal years 1987
and 1988.

“GRANTS FOR PROGRAMS TO TEST BLOOD FOR THE
PRESENCE OF ANTIBODIES TO THE HTLV-III
VIRUS

“Sec., 316A. (a) The Secretary shall make
grants to State and local governments to es-
tablish programs to test blood to detect the
presence of antibodies to the human T-cell
lymphotrophic virus (hereinafter referred
to as the "HTLV-III virus’). Programs sup-
ported with grants under this section shall—

“(1) provide for the conduct of such tests
at locations other than blood banks and
other sites where blood an plasma are col-
lected for use for medical transfusions;

“(2) provide for the conduct of such tests
with a method of testing blood for the pres-
ence of antibodies to the HTLV-III virus
which has been certified by the Secretary,;

“(3) provide for the conduct of such tests
without charge to any individual requesting
such test; and

“(4) provide referral services for any such
individual to community agencies and
health care providers qualified to evaluate
the results of such a test, for counseling and
further medical evaluation.

“(b) Any grant received by a State or local
government under this section may be used
by such government to—

“(1) conduct the blood tests referred to in
this section directly or through grants to, or
contracts with, public or private hospitals,
clinics, or health care organizations;

“(2) purchase appropriate materials and
kits for the conduct of such tests;

"(3) provide training for personnel who
will conduct such tests;

“(4) pay the costs of hiring and compen-
sating personnel to conduct such tests;

“(5) process the results of such tests; and

“(8) carry out such other activities relat-
ing to the conduct of such tests as the Sec-
retary may permit by regulation.

“(c) No grant may be made to a State or
local government under this section unless
an application therefor is sumbitted to the
tslnmm' Each such application shall con-

"(1) a description of the populations or
geographical areas which will be tested; and

“(2) such other information as the Secre-
tary may by regulation prescribe.

“(d) No individual who conducts a blood
test supported by a grant under this section
may disclose, or may be compelled to dis-
close, the identity or any identifying charac-
teristics of any individual who has been a
subject of such a test unless authorized by
an appropriate order of a court of compe-
tent jurisdiction to disclose such identity or
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characteristics. Such an order may only be
granted after application showing that a
clear and imminent danger to the public
safety will result in such identity or charac-
teristics are not disclosed. An individual who
has been such a subject shall be afforded a
reasonable opportunity to participate in, or
object to, the application. In assessing such
an application, the court shall weigh the
public interest and the need for disclosure
of the identity or identifying characteristics
of such individual against the injury to such
individual that will result from such disclo-
sure. Upon granting of such an order, the
court shall impose appropriate safeguards
against unauthorized disclousre of such in-
!d;lvidual’s identity or identifying character-
tics.

“(eX1) No part of a grant made under this
section may be used to supplant State or
local funds that would be available to such
State or local government to carry out the
testing program supported under this sec-
tion in the absence of such grant.

“(2) Not more than 5 percent of a grant
under this section may be used for costs in-
curred to administer such grant.

“(f) The total amount of a grant under
this section shall be obligated by a State or
local government not later than 2 years
after such grant is received by such govern-
ment. Any part of such grant which is not
obligated within such 2-year period shall be
repaid to the Secretary by the State or local
government immediately after the expira-
tion of such 2-year period.

“(gi1l) Each State or local government
which receives a grant under this section
shall keep such records as the Secretary
may require by regulation to facilitate an
effective audit.

“(2) The Secretary and the Comptroller
General of the United States shall have
access, for the purpose of audit and exami-
nation, to any books, documents, and
records of each State or local government
which receives a grant under this section, if,
in the opinion of the Secretary or the
Comptroller General, such books, docu-
ments, and records are related to the receipt
or use of any such grant.

“(3) No books, documents, or records kept
under the provisions of this section may be
used—

“(A) to initiate or substantiate any crimi-
nal charges against an individual who has
been the subject of a test supported with a
grant under this section; or

“(B) to conduct any investigation with re-
spect to such an individual; or

“(C) as evidence in any civil action or pro-
ceeding against such an individual.

“(h) Within 30 days after the end of each
fiscal year, each State or local government
which receives a grant under this section
shall prepare and transmit a report to the
Secretary which describes the activities con-
ducted by the State or local government
with such grant. Within 80 days after the
end of each fiscal year, the Secretary shall
prepare and transmit a report to the Con-
gress which summarizes the reports pre-
pared by State or local governments under
the preceding sentence and which contains
such recommendations and additional infor-
mation as the Secretary considers appropri-
ate.

“(1) To carry out this section, there are au-
thorized to be appropriated $10,000,000 for
fiscal year 1986."”.
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* Includes patients under 13 years of age at time of diagnosis.

Note.—Compiled by the Center for Infectious Diseases, Centers for Disease
Control.@

® Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, I
join my colleague from New York [Mr.
MoynNIHAN] in introducing this bill to
promote State and local efforts to con-
trole one of the most serious public
health hazards in recent years—ac-
quired immune deficiency syndrome.

Currently, more than 11,000 Ameri-
cans have been infected with AIDS,
and more than half of them have died.
Since the symptoms of AIDS may
show as late as 3 years after exposure,
the Center for Disease Control esti-
mates that these numbers may double
each year for the next few years.
AIDS is now starting to spread
through the general population, which
increases the probability of a major es-
calation in the incidence of AIDS in
future years.

We are still years away from a cure
for AIDS. Until a cure is found, the
only way that we can help is by trying
to limit the spread of this disease.

Mr. President, the objectives of the
bill are to reduce the spread of AIDS,
to provide help to people who are
trying to find out if they have AIDS
and to further protect the blood banks
from contact with AIDS.

The bill has two main parts. The
first authorizes $25 million in grants
to State and local governments for
programs to educate the public about
AIDS and to facilitate AIDS informa-
tion-sharing among governmental
agencies. These grants would be avail-
able to jurisdictions which in a 6-
month period experience either 100
AIDS cases or a 50 percent increase in
AIDS cases. My own home State of
New Jersey would be one of the major
beneficiaries of these funds.

The second part of the bill author-
izes $10 million in grants to finance
blood testing centers. The current
AIDS screening device tests for anti-
bodies to the virus which causes AIDS.
The absence of these antibodies does
not guarantee that the virus is not in
the blood. About 2 percent of the time,
either the antibodies may not have de-
veloped or they may somehow slip by
the test.

Currently, some high-risk individ-
uals are volunteering to donate blood
to the Red Cross as a way to receive
the test to determine if they have
AIDS; this is placing our blood banks
at risk of exposure to AIDS. The alter-
native blood testing centers authorized
by this bill are intended to minimize
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the possibility that the test's weak-
nesses will result in AIDS transmission
via blood banks.

Mr. President, AIDS is becoming the
Nation’s No. 1 health crisis. If we do
not take steps now to slow its spread,
in a very few years it will become a na-
tional epidemic. I urge my colleagues
to join us in this effort to slow the
spread of AIDS.e@
® Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President,
I am pleased to join with my col-
leagues, Senators MoyNIHAN and
BrapLEY, in introducing legislation to
support State and local efforts at
public eduecation about aecquired
immune deficiency syndrome [AIDS]
and to provide funds for blood screen-
ing at sites other than blood banks.
AIDS is a devastating disease which
impairs the immune system, leaving
affected individuals vulnerable to cer-
tain types of cancer and infections. It
was first recognized by health officials
4 years ago. Nearly half of the 10,500
diagnosed cases have died. The mortal-
ity rate for cases diagnosed before
1983 is a chilling 75 percent.

The virulence of this disease has
stunned and alarmed the public. Mem-
bers of the public are afraid of those
who have AIDS or appear to be at risk
of contracting it. Much work needs to
be done to educate the public about
this disease and ways to prevent its
spread.

Intensive efforts by scientists at the
National Cancer Institute have result-
ed in the identification of the virus
which is the probable cause of AIDS.
This was followed by the development
of a blood screening test which can
detect the presence of an antibody to
the suspect virus. The test is impor-
tant for preventing contaminated
blood from entering the supply that is
so vital to our Nation’'s health system.

Although the blood test is not for
AIDS itself, many people with a high
risk of contracting AIDS wish to take
the test to determine the need for fur-
ther medical consultation. The test
shows only that a person with the
antibody has been exposed to the
virus. The antibody may develop in a
person who has successfully fought
the virus off, as well as in a person
who has or will develop AIDS. Further
testing by a physician is necessary in
order to diagnose AIDS. Blood banks
should not be burdened with people
who do not intend to donate blood, but
only want the screening test. Alterna-
tive sites are available for that pur-
pose.

Mr. President, the bill being intro-
duced today addresses these issues. It
would authorize $25 million, to be ad-
ministered by the Secretary of the De-
partment of Health and Human Serv-
ices, to support State and local public
education campaigns about AIDS and
its prevention. The bill also would au-
thorize $10 million for State and local
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governments to establish alternative
blood testing sites. These provisions
will be very helpful to the general
public and to people at high risk of
getting AIDS by contributing to great-
er understanding of the disease and of
ways to prevent it.e

By Mr. KERRY (for himself, Mr.
KeENNEDY, Mr. INOUYE, Mr.
MoYNIHAN, and Mr. CRANSTON):

S. 1432. A bill to prohibit discrimina-
tion on the basis of affectional or
sexual orientation, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on the Judici-
ary.

CIVIL RIGHTS AMENDMENTS ACT

® Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, today, 1
am introducing legislation, on behalf
of myself, Senator KENNEDY, Senator
INOUYE, Senator MoyNIHAN, and Sena-
tor CransTON, which would prohibit
discrimination in employment, hous-
ing, and public accommodations on the
biasis of affectional or sexual orienta-
tion.

In the past, Congress has recognized
that discrimination on the basis of a
class-based distinction such as race,
sex, or religion, constituted a funda-
mental denial of human and -civil
rights.

Yet today, in States, cities and towns
across the United States, homosexual
men and women are being discriminat-
ed against. They lose jobs and are
denied housing simply because they
are homosexual. Under current law,
they have no recourse.

This legislation seeks to redress the
arbitrary and unjust discrimination
against gay people in employment,
housing, and public accommodations.
The proposed legislation would pro-
hibit such discrimination and would
provide appropriate legal recourse.
The legislation would not allow any
special privileges, nor would it make
any moral judgments about homosex-
uality. It is a well-established principle
that consideration in employment,
housing, and accommodations should
not be affected by discrimination
based on irrelevant criteria such as
race, creed, color, and sex. Inclusion of
the term “affectional or sexual orien-
tation” is consistent with this sound
civil rights principle.

Civil rights for gay people has al-
ready gained substantial support. Reli-
gious organizations such as the Na-
tional Council of Churches, the Lu-
theran Church in America, the United
Church of Christ, the Episcopal
Church USA, the United Presbyterian
Church, the Union of American
Hebrew Congregations and the Na-
tional Federation of Priests’ Councils
among others, have taken positions in
support of the inclusion of the term
“sexual orientation” in existing ecivil
rights laws.

The policy of nondiscrimination
against gay people is by now well
tested. Over 40 cities across the coun-
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try now have local ordinances similar
to the legislation introduced today re-
garding employment, and in all, more
than 70 States and local governments
provide legal protections for homosex-
uals, Despite dire predictions by those
opposed to such legislation, it has
worked well.

Labor organizations supporting non-
discrimination on the basis of affec-
tional or sexual orientation include
the AFL-CIO, the American Federa-
tion of State, County, and Municipal
Employees, and the Service Employees
International Union. Nondiscrimina-
tion in employment has also found
wide acceptance within the business
community. Among the many firms
which have issued nondiscrimination
statements are AT&T, Du Pont, Ford
Motors, Citicorp, and IBM.

Support for civil rights for homosex-
uals has also found wide support
among the public. Virtually all of the
national polls (Gallup, Harris, NBC/
Associated Press), indicate majority
support for basic civil rights for gay
people. A Gallup poll released in No-
vember 1982, for example, indicated
that over 59 percent of all Americans
favor equal rights for homosexuals in
terms of job opportunities.

The issue here is a very basic one of
civil rights for millions of Americans.
This bill would extend equal protec-
tion under the law to the people who
are our friends, our neighbors, our co-
workers, and our relatives, who also
happen to be homosexual.

I urge you to join us in this effort to
realize equal justice for all of our citi-
zZens.

I ask unanimous consent that the
text of the proposed “Civil Rights
Amendments Act of 1985” be printed
in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the bill
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

S. 1432

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That this
Act may be cited as the “Civil Rights
Amendments Act of 1985",

PUBLIC ACCOMMODATIONS

Sec. 2. (a) Section 201(a) of the Civil
Rights of 1864 (42 U.8.C. 2000a(a)) is
amended by inserting after “religion,” the
ﬁ:uowins: “affectional or sexual orienta-

on,”.

(b) Section 202 of such Act (42 U.B.C.
200a-1) is amended by inserting after “reli-
gion,” the following: “affectional or sexual
orlentation,”.

PUBLIC FACILITIES

Sec. 3. Section 301(a) of the Civil Rights
Act of 1964 (42 U.S.C. 2002b(a)) is amended
by inserting after “religion,” the following:
“affectional or sexual orfentation,”.

FEDERALLY ASSISTED OPPORTUNITIES

Skc. 4. Section 601 of the Civil Rights Act

of 1964 (42 U.8.C. 2000c) is amended by In-

serting after “color,” the following: “affec-
tional or sexual orientation,”.
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EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITIES

SEc. 5. (a) Sections 703(a), T03(b), 703(¢c),
T03(d), T03(e), TO3(j), T04(b), T06(g), and
T17(a) of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 (42
U.S8.C. 2000e-2, 2000e-3, 2000e-5, 2000e-16)
are amended by inserting after “sex,” each
place is appears the following: “affectional
or sexual orientation,”.

(b) Section T17(c) of such Act (42 U.S.C.
2000e-16) is amended by inserting “, affec-
tional or sexual orientation,” after “sex".

(eX1) Section 703(h) of such Act (42
U.S.C. 2000e-2) is amended by inserting
after “sex,” the first place it appears the
following: “affectional or sexual orienta-
tion,”.

(2) Such section T03(h) is further amend-
ed by inserting “, affectional or sexual ori-
entation,” after “sex” the second place it
appears.

INTERVENTION AND PROCEDURE

Skc, 6. Section 902 of the Civil Rights Act
of 1964 (42 U.S.C. 2000h-2) is amended by
inserting after “sex” the following: “, affec-
tional or sexual orientation,”.

HOUSING SALE, RENTAL, FINANCING, AND
BROKERAGE SERVICES

Sec. 7. (a) Section 804 of the Act entitled
“An Act to prescribe penalties for certain
acts of violence or Intimidation, and for
other purposes” (42 U.8.C. 3604), is amend-
ed by inserting after “religion,” each place
it appears the following: “affectional or
sexual orientation,”.

(b) Section 805 of such Act (42 U.S.C.
3605) is amended by inserting after “reli-
gion,” the following: “affectional or sexual
orientation,”.

(c) Section 806 of such Act (42 U.B.C.
3606) is amended by inserting after “reli-
gion,” the following: “affectional or sexual
orientation,”.

PREVENTION OF INTIMIDATION

Sec. 8. Section 901 of the Act entitled “An
Act to prescribe penalties for certain acts of
violence or intimidation, and for other pur-
poses: (42 U.8.C. 3631), is amended by in-
serting after ‘“religion,” each place it ap-
pears the following: “affectional or sexual
orientation,”.

DEFINITION

Sec. 9. As used in the amendments made
by this Act, the term “affectional or sexual
orientation” means male or female homo-
sexuality, heterosexuality, and bisexuality
by orientation or practice, by and between
consenting adults.

RULE OF INTERPRETATION

Sec. 10. No amendment made by this Act
shall be construed to permit or require—

(1) the determination that discrimination
exists to be based on any statistical differ-
ences in the incidence of persons of a par-
ticular affectional or sexual orientation in
the general population as opposed to in the
activity wherein such discrimination is al-
leged; or

(2) the fashioning of any remedy requir-
ing any sort of quota for the activity where-
in such discrimination is alleged for persons
of any particular affectional or sexual orien-
tation.

RIGHT OF PRIVACY PROTECTED

Skc. 11, Nothing in this Act or any amend-
ment made by this Act shall be construed to
require any person to disclose a personal
sexual orientation.e

® Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I

am pleased to join Senator KErry in
introducing legislation to prohibit dis-
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crimination based on a person’s sexual
orientation. The measure we introduce
today is similar to proposals I cospon-
sored in the three preceeding Con-

My opinions on this matter are clear
and certain: I have always opposed dis-
crimination of any kind. I know of no
reason why Federal civil rights stat-
utes should treat gay men and women
differently from anyone else. Federal
guarantees against discrimination in
employment, housing, public accom-
modations and federally funded pro-
grams should protect all citizens.

The legislation we propose would
ensure that no persons are denied civil
rights because of their affectional or
sexual orientation. The legislation
does not condone any particular
course of conduct or life style. It
simply affords all American citizens
equal protection under the law. I urge
my colleagues to accord this proposal
the serious consideration it deserves.e®

By Mr. GORTON (for himself,
Mr. MITCHELL, and Mr.
WiLson):

S. 1433. A bill to provide for daylight
saving time on an expanded basis, and
for other purposes; to the Committee
on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation.

DAYLIGHT SAVING EXTENSION ACT

® Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, the
bill Senator MiTcHELL, Senator
WiLson, and I are introducing today
would begin daylight saving time a few
weeks earlier and extend it 1 week
later each year. Now daylight saving
time begins on the last Sunday in
April and lasts until the last Sunday in
October. If this bill is enacted, it will
begin on the first Sunday in April and
will last until the first Sunday in No-
vember,

The reasons to enact this bill are
quite straightforward. First, extending
daylight saving time 1 extra month
would result in a significant reduction
in traffic fatalities. Second, there
would likely be an energy savings
equivalent to 100,000 barrels of oil a
day. Third, it would reduce violent
crime. And fourth, it would conform
the start of daylight saving time to the
reality of most people’s lives and pref-
erences. On April 1, sunrise in the
great majority of places in the country
occurs before 6 a.m. and sunset is well
before 7 p.m. Daylight saving time
would give Americans a far more
useful hour of daylight in the evening
than they presently have in the morn-
ing in April.

Daylight saving time began in this
country during World Wars I and II as
a means to conserve electrical energy.
The Uniform Time Act of 1966 imple-
mented national daylight saving time
for the 6 months between the last
Sunday in April and the last Sunday
in October. An entire State may
exempt itself from daylight saving
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time and it may exempt any portion
lying in a different time zone from the
rest of the State.

During the energy crisis in 1973,
Congress enacted the Emergency Day-
light Saving Time Energy Conserva-
tion Act, which placed the Nation on
year-round daylight saving time for a
2-year period. The Department of
Transportation administered the act
and published reports on its effects. In
1974 Congress provided for an 8
month daylight saving time period,
from the last Sunday in February
until the last Sunday in October. In
1975 the emergency legislation expired
and we returned to the 6 month day-
light saving time period.

The events I have just related and
the resulting Department of Transpor-
tation studies have given us the infor-
mation we need to choose the best,
most rational daylight saving time
period which will benefit the majority
of people in this country. The Depart-
ment of Transportation’s final report
to Congress concluded that we can
expect overall benefits from a shift
from the 6 month system we use today
to a 7 or 8 month system in the areas
of energy conservation, overall traffic
safety, and reduced violent crime.

Mr. President, Congress has consist-
ently emphasized the importance of
traffic safety to our Nation. We passed
gas tax legislation to improve our
highways and drunk driving legisla-
tion to get the drunk driver off the
road. Passing daylight saving time leg-
islation is one more step we can take
to save lives. The Department of
Transportation estimates that traffic
fatalities will be reduced by 1 to 2 per-
cent if daylight saving time is ex-
tended. This means that up to 25
fewer people would die each year on
our streets and highways. The reason
for this is simple: driving in the dark is
much more dangerous than driving in
daylight and the fatality rate for
homeward-bound commuting is higher
than that during the morning rush
hour. In the evening drivers tend to be
tired and there is more of a risk that
some are under the influence of alco-
hol.

During the l-year experiment with
year-round daylight saving time there
was a legitimate concern about the
safety of children traveling to school
in the morning. We are not proposing
a return to that system. Under our
proposal, no sunrise in the spring
would be later than that which pres-
ently occurs in the fall. The Depart-
ment of Transportation showed no evi-
dence of an increase in schoolchildren
fatalities during daylight saving time
in March and April.

Our bill extending daylight saving
time is a simple, safe, and inexpensive
form of energy conservation. Because
the Sun will shine 1 hour later in the
day, people will use less artificial light-
ing and heat in their homes. Energy
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needs in the morning are not in-
creased.

Mr. President, it is tragic but true
that in many parts of our country it is
not safe to be out after dark. Serious,
violent crimes are highly correlated
with the hours of darkness. Extending
daylight saving time is one action we
can take to combat the epidemic of
violent crime. The Department of
Transportation’s study showed there
was consistently less violent crime
during daylight saving time compared
to similar periods of standard time. In
Washington, DC, for example, violent
crime decreased by 10 to 13 percent.
By enacting our bill, Congress can
assure people of an additional month
in the spring in which they can walk
home from work, shop, or exercise
outdoors, with less fear of being a
victim of crime.

There are some areas across the
country where people are content with
the 6-month daylight saving time
period. For this reason we are taking a
modest approach in this bill and seek
an extension of only 1 month rather
than 2. We acknowledge the logic and
benefits of a 2-month extension, but
we wish to cause a minimal amount of
dislocation for those people, approxi-
mately 15 percent of our population,
who live in the western regions of
their time zones and who already have
the benefit of later sunrises and sun-
sets than those in the center of their
time zones.

Our bill is identical to H.R. 2095,

which the House Energy and Com-
merce Committee recently reported fa-
vorably by voice vote. It is quite simi-
lar to a bill we introduced in the 98th

Congress, except it begins daylight
saving time 1 week later in the spring
and ends it 1 week later in the fall
than our bill. The extra week in the
fall would bring Halloween under day-
light hours. This could make trick-or-
treating much safer for young chil-
dren.

Mr. President, the people of this
country want extended daylight saving
time. Public opinion polls conducted
during the 1974-75 daylight saving
time extension indicated that a major-
ity of the population preferred day-
light saving time in all months of the
year except November through Febru-
ary. In subsequent polls in 1976 and
1980, about 46 percent of those sur-
veyed preferred daylight saving time
from February through October while
about one-third preferred a continu-
ation of the present system.

These polls have also indicated that
almost 90 perceni of the population
preferred sunrise by or before 7 a.m.
With an extension of DST by 1 month,
sunrises in most of the Nation would
average T to T:15 a.m., with sufficient
light present by 6:30-6:45 a.m. to con-
duct outdoor activities. These sunrise
times correspond to the last week of
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September, which has been accepted
for years as a DST month.

Many marketing, retail, and recre-
ational organizations have concluded
that extended daylight saving time
would benefit their businesses and
promote outdoor activities. During the
extra hour of evening daylight in April
the American people will travel in
greater safety, will save energy, and
will enjoy outdoor recreation they
presently must postpone until May.

I wish to thank my distinguished
colleagues, Senators MITCHELL and
WiLsoN, who have joined me on this
bill. Our effort is a bipartisan one to
implement the desires of the majority
of Americans, who want to be able to
enjoy an additional hour of daylight in
the evening for a month each spring.

Mr. President, I would like to submit
an article by Ellen Goodman. She
makes an eloquent case for extending
daylight saving time, and I ask unani-
mous consent that the article be print-
ed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

[From the Washington Post, April 3, 1983]
SAVE THE LIGHT FOR NIGHT
(By Ellen Goodman)

Boston.—This morning, the sun rose at
4:59 am. So did I.

We have been making our early morning
appearances like this, in tandem, for weeks
now. The sun and I rose together at 5:12 on
April 10, at 5:20 on April 3.

I don’t krow what the sun does at 4:59 in
the morning. But let me tell you there is
very little that people can do at that hour, I
can, of course, worry. But generally I like to
do my worrying while it is still dark outside.
It helps the paranoia.

I could also get up. But something in me
rebels at beating the newspapers to the
doorstep. I could also take aim at the feath-
ered chorus in my neighborhood. This par-
ticular collection of the smog-throated bari-
tone-beaked urban birds have bio-rhythms
that refuse to adjust to digital time,

But my favorite activity these April morn-
ings is to stare at the ceiling and think
about daylight wasting time.

The culprit of early April risings, I tell
myself, is not in our stars but in our govern-
ment. It isn’t nature but Congress that
arouses me and my fellow Americans, espe-
cially those below the age of three. It is
‘Washington, believe it or not, like it or not,
that tells us what time it is.

Daylight Savings Time, alias “fast time,”
alias “war time,” alias “peace time.” The
whole business has had a checkered history
in our lives. We adopted it in World War I
and then again in World War II. In 1966, we
stretched the savings from the last Sunday
in April to the last Sunday in October, for
every state except those that abstained. In
1973, during the oil crisis, we went to year-
round daylight savings, and then went back
again to the six-month rule.

For the past six or seven years, a plan to
transfer one hour from the morning (when
we don't want it) to the evening (when we
do want it) has been a perennial blossom in
the nation’s capital. Year after year, it
comes up and collapses.

This February, two congressmen spon-
sored a bill that would make the switch the

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

first Sunday in March instead of the last
Sunday in April. On Tuesday, there were
Senate hearings on a similar bill.

The sponsors each year talk about re-
spectable things like energy savings—an es-
timated 100,000 barrels of oil a day—and
safety savings. But it's the light savings that
is our real attraction. Most Americans are,
after all, people who run their lives by
clocks and their sleep by electricity. They go
out with the light switch and wake up with
the alarm.

We no longer go to bed and go to work
with the sun. We spring forward and fall
backward with the government. I grant you
that it's peculiar to have our time federally
mandated. It's a bit like controlling the tide.
But as long as Washington is in this busi-
ness, let it be a popular one.

There are people who disagree. Some of
them live at the western edge of a time
zone, and see dawn an hour later than east-
erns. Others farm for a living and prefer an
early start and a darker evening.

John Watt, the secretary of the American
Farm Bureau Federation, who testified
Tuesday at the Senate hearings, grew up in
a Pennsylvania farmhouse with two summer
clocks. His father's stayed on standard time;
his mother’s on saving time. His father’s on
farm time; his mother’s on town time. But
most of us are on town time now.

Of all the rules and regulations our gov-
ernment makes, time may be the strangest.
But if we're going to manufacture it, punch
in and punch out of the day, let's do it right.

I lie here, at the end of daylight wasting

time, lobbying for the change. The powers
that be should take an hour of spring from
the morning and give it to the evening. This
year, O Washington, let there be light at
T7:26 at night instead of 4:59 in the morn-
ing.@
e Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President,
today I am pleased to join Senator
Gorton of Washington in introducing
the “Daylight Saving Extension Act of
1985"”—to provide daylight saving time
on an expanded basis.

Our bill would provide for daylight
savings time to run from the first
Sunday in April each year to the first
Sunday in November. This represents
an approximately 4-week extension,
amending the Uniform Time Act of
1966 which provides for daylight
saving time, running in its present
form, from the last Sunday in April to
the last Sunday in October.

The bill is identical to H.R. 2095,
which the House Energy and Com-
merce Committee recently reported fa-
vorably. It is virtually the same as the
extensions which I have cosponsored
in previous Congresses. It is a popular
measure, enjoying broad bipartisan
support. It is also a compromise bill,
going not quite so far as other propos-
als to begin daylight saving time the
imrtﬂ Sunday in March, rather than in

pril.

It is a simply and straightforward
bill, Yet it represents tremendous ad-
vantages to the United States in terms
of increased energy savings, decreased
traffic fatalities, a reduction in violent
crime, and more hours for Americans
to spend outdoors.

The United States first used day-
light saving time in World Wars I and
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II as a means to conserve energy. The
Uniform Time Act of 1966 formally
implemented national daylight saving
for its present 6-month period. As a re-
sponse to the 1973 oil crisis, Congress
enacted the Emergency Daylight
Saving Time Energy Conservation Act,
extending daylight saving time to 10
months in 1974 and 8 months in 1975.

A decade has passed since the 1973
energy crisis, but the need for conser-
vation is undiminished. The world has
only limited supplies of fossil fuels,
and lines of commerce around the
world are still fragile. Ten years later,
we live in a world where terrorism en-
dures in the Middle East, and where
war—between Iran and Irag—exists
along the Persian Gulf.

Daylight saving time is a means for
the United States to move further
down the road to energy independ-
ence. Indeed, it is an idea with roots in
the era of America’s Declaration of In-
dependence.

One of the first strong proponents
of increased daylight saving time was
Benjamin Franklin. By one account,
Franklin’s own DST plan dates to 1784
in Paris. Franklin awoke one morning
about 4 o'clock and found his room
filled with sunlight. Franklin realized
that during the summer Parisians
slept through 4 or 5 sunlit hours—and
made up for this time by using candle-
light at night.

Franklin calculated that for the 6
months from March to September,
Parisians burned their candles for
1,281 hours, which with a population
of 100,000 families, represented an ex-
pense of $20 million for the city of
Paris alone. “It is impossible,” Frank-
lin wrote, “that wise people would
have made use of unhealthy and ex-
pensive candlelight if they had known,
as I have just learned, that they can
have for nothing the beautiful and
pure light of the sun.”

Over 200 years later, it is no longer
candlelight which today is wasted. In
1975, a Department of Transportation
study on the impact of the 1974 exper-
iment estimated savings of 100,000
barrels of oil per day of daylight
saving time. The bill introduced today
would save approximately 3 million
barrels of oil with 1 additional month
of daylight saving time.

The 1975 Department of Transporta-
tion study identified two additional
benefits that could result from a mod-
erate daylight saving time extension.
First, the study showed a 1.5-percent
reduction in traffic accidents and
deaths for March and April, without
any early morning hazards being cre-
ated for any population group.

Second, according to the National
Crime Survey of the Departments of
Justice and Commerce, the most seri-
ous forms of crime occur in the
evening or night, as opposed to early
morning, The 1975 Department of
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Transportation study estimated that
an extension of daylight saving time
could reduce violent crime by 10 to 13
percent.

An extension would provide still
even more benefits. Handicapped per-
sons afflicted by night blindness would
receive an extra hour of sight and mo-
bility. An extra hour of business or
recreation would be generated for
many Americans—to the benefit of
shoppers, resorts, theme parks, out-
door enthusiasts, and sports teams.

An extension might even help allevi-
ate the United States’ international
trade problems. The 10 European
Common Market nations currently ob-
serve a uniform date for daylight
saving time beginning in late March.
An extension would preserve time uni-
formity with our allies and major trad-
ing partners—and eliminate the need
for international travel schedule revi-
sions and the associated confusion to
travelers.

The bill would also provide for an
extra hour of daylight on Halloween—
and on election nights in November. It
will encourage greater voter turnout
and participation. It also will enhance
the safety of children who make their
way through America’s neighbor-
hoods, asking for “Tricks or Treats.”

Child safety is, of course, an impor-
tant concern. The bill takes into ac-
count concerns that a daylight saving
time extension might cause children to
travel to school in the darkness of
early morning hours. Under the com-
promise 4-week extension, no part of
the Nation will experience sunrise
times later than those already occur-
ring in October under the present
system. A 1975 National Bureau of
Standards study of school-age children
fatalities also found no increase in
morning fatalities during the March
and April daylight saving time period.

Extending daylight saving time is
not a new idea. But it is a good idea. It
is an idea whose time has come. Con-
gress, like the hands of time itself,
often may seem to move slowly. But I
sincerely hope that this Congress will
at last move to extend daylight saving
time—and move us forward to greater
energy conservation, safety and inde-
pendence.@

By Mr. WILSON (for himself,
Mr. THURMOND, Mr. GaARN, Mr.
LucArR, Mr. DURENBERGER, Mr.
Symus, and Mr. EXon):

S. 1434. A bill to amend the Fair
Labor Standards Act of 1938 to ex-
clude the employees of States and po-
litical subdivisions of States from the
provisions of that act relating to maxi-
mum hours; to the Committee on
Labor and Human Resources.
EXEMPTING STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENTS

FRO: OVERTIME PROVISIONS OF FAIR LABOR

STANDARDS ACT

Mr. WILSON. Mr. President, I rise
today to introduce legislation to re-
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lieve State and local governments
from the financial nightmare created
by the inflexible maximum hours pro-
visions of the Fair Labor Standards
Act [FLSAI]. Under the FLSA, employ-
ees must be paid time and one-half
pay for overtime hours and may not
receive compensatory time off, popu-
larly known as comp time, in lieu of
overtime pay.

In Garcia versus San Antonio Metro-
politan Transit Authority, the U.S. Su-
preme Court recently overturned a
longstanding decision which exempted
the “traditional State functions” of
States and their political subdivisions
from congressional regulation under
the Commerce power. Specifically, the
Garcia decision makes the FLSA appli-
cable to States and their political sub-
divisions. Prior to Garcia, State and
local governments were regulated by
State labor laws and, of course, the
dictates of their collective-bargaining
agreements.

This legislation will exempt States
and their political subdivisions from
the maximum hours provisions of the
FLSA. Currently, there are some 30
exceptions to these provisions. These
exemptions include a broad range of
occupations including retail and serv-
ice establishment employees, amuse-
ment and recreational establishment
employees, agricultural and horticul-
tural employees, newspaper and radio
employees, and ‘“professionals,” “ex-
ecutives,” and sales persons. Local gov-
ernments with less than five fire pro-
tection or law enforcement employees
are also already exempt from this pro-
vision of the FLSA.

This legislation will not exempt
States and their political subdivisions
from any other provisions of the FLSA
such as the minimum wage require-
ments, the Equal Pay Act, or the child
labor prohibitions.

A Joint Economic Committee hear-
ing I chaired on June 25 on the impact
of the Garcia decision provided evi-
dence that the FLSA's overtime re-
quirements will cost States and munic-
ipal governments across the Nation
billions of dollars. California alone, it
has been estimated, will be out some
$300 million.

I have received letters from many
local government officials who have
stated that the fiscal and regulatory
burdens that the Garcia decision cre-
ates will be devastating. The distin-
guished mayor of Los Angeles, Tom
Bradley, stated that Los Angeles will
have to expend an additional $50 mil-
lion to meet the FLSA's rigid require-
ments. For Los Angeles County, the
incremental costs are expected to
exceed $50 million.

Other California localities are simi-
larly affected: According to recent esti-
mates the maximum hours provisions
of the FLSA will cost Newport Beach
$725,000 to $1.2 million, Anaheim
$650,000 to $1 million, Palm Springs
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$178,000, Watsonville $50,000, San
Jose $4,200,000, Ventura County $2
million, and Sausalito $180,000 to
$270,000.

This is not solely a California prob-
lem, however. Estimates from
throughout the United States indi-
cates similar results. Hollywood—not
California, but Florida—$858,000,
Macon, GA, $800,000, Coeur d' Alene,
ID, $10,000, Des Plaines, IL, $250,000,
Keokuk, IA, $80,000, Cleveland, OH,
$4,200,000, Lawton, OK, $1 million,
Salem, OR, $100,000, York, PA,
$120,000, Oshkosh, WI, $200,000, and
Mesa, AZ, $500,000.

Mr. President, the list is as long as
the rollcall of America’s cities, coun-
ties, and States.

I must point out Mr. President that
these are only a sample of the jurisdic-
tions, both large and small, that will
have to scrimp to find the extra funds,
without receiving any extra services,
in order to come into compliance with
a law that has little relation to them.
Because of the contemporaneity of the
Garcia decision, many localities are
only now beginning to realize the dev-
astating impact of the decision. As a
former mayor, I share the concerns
about the severe economic and admin-
istrative impact of Garcia on States
and localities.

While the added expense caused by
the Garcia decision will painfully
strain local and State government
budgets, the most compelling reason
for enactment of this legislation is its
effect on public safety and fire protec-
tion. Employees in these professions
have traditionally been required to
work irregular hours, yet enjoyed sub-
stantial comp time for the overtime
hours they work. Labor costs for
public safety and fire protection com-
prise over one-half of the budgets for
many local governments. The unfore-
seen cost increase in these services
caused by the Garcia decision will
force many local governments to
siphon revenue from critical govern-
ment programs to public safety, or,
more seriously, reduce overall spend-
ing for these vital services.

A recent article in the Washington
Post exposed a telling example of Gar-
cia’s impact on public safety. Police of-
ficers in the District of Columbia were
pulled off a murder investigation so as
not to accrue premium overtime pay
as mandated by Garcia. I wonder if
these officers had been able to take
comp time instead of overtime pay if
they would have discontinued this in-
vestigation.

It was not the officers who chose to
leave the investigation. Rather, be-
cause they were seeking to avoid over-
time payments, those managing that
investigation ended it off from one
shift of investigating homicide officers
to the next and then the next, so that
three shifts had been involved in this




19018

investigation. Frankly, by the time the
third shift was on the cold trail, it was
such that when they appeared in
court, the third shift of investigators
had to seek a continuance.

A State’s or local government'’s abili-
ty to deal with a crisis situation may
be dangerously undermined by the
Garcia decision. Responding to earth-
quakes, raging fires, tornadoes, and
other disasters requires Herculean ef-
forts on the part of public safety em-
ployees. If a local government’s budget
is not ample to pay premium overtime,
and it is restricted from rewarding em-
ployees with comp time, it may very
well threaten the public’s safety. Cer-
tainly, the recent outbreak of blazing
fires in California and other Western
States mandates that we closely exam-
ine any Federal law that could im-
pinge on a local government’s ability
to respond to such a crisis.

I am all too familiar with the de-
struction of California’s natural re-
sources, life, and property that is
being caused by roaring, fast spreading
fires in our wildlands and rural areas.
The 62 million acres of California
wildlands contain some of the dryest
and fastest burning areas in the world.
California firefighters traditionally
have received comp time for their
heroic efforts which they were able to
use during the wet winter months.

Before these fires began, Talmadge
Jones, chief counsel for the California
Department of Personnel, stated that
“conversion from comp time to cash
payment will cost California taxpayers
from $10 to $20 million annually.”
Considering the fires now blazing in
California, additional millions of dol-
lars that will be needed to pay fire-
fighters premium overtime pay.

In addition to this tremendously in-
creased cost for fire protection, costs
of other California State programs
will be drastically increased: California
Highway Patrol, $2,400,000; Depart-
ment of Fish and Game, $4 million;
Department of Developmental Serv-
ices, $2,200,000; California Conserva-
tion Corps, $8,400,000, to illustrate
just a few of the State programs that
will be impacted.

There are serious questions whether
State and local government employees
will benefit from the applicability of
the maximum hours provisions of the
FLSA. Certainly, the FLSA’s prohibi-
tion against comp time will not be wel-
comed by the employees. To date,
State laws have been more than ade-
quate to regulate the State and local
government employer/employee rela-
tionship, particularly because most
State and local government employees
have collectively negotiated their con-
tracts.

This legislation has already received
the support of local governments and
municipal employee organizations in
California and throughout the Nation.
It is also supported by such prominent
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organizations as the National Associa-
tion of Counties and the National
Council of State Legislatures and sup-
ported in concept by many others. The
administration has also expressed sup-
port for mitigating the harsh effect of
the Garcia decision on State and local
government.

From my 11 years of experience as
the mayor of San Diego, I know first-
hand the difficulty of administering a
local government. The result of local
tax reduction efforts like California’s
proposition 13, recent congressional
actions to reduce deficits, and now the
Garcia decision, leave localities around
the country not only with difficult fi-
nancial decisions, but also with re-
duced autonomy to deal effectively
and independently with their unique
problems,

I question whether anything has oc-
curred since the landmark Usery deci-
sion—which held that “traditional
State functions” are exempt from con-
gressional regulations—that warrants
the Supreme Court’s insistence now
upon Federal intrusion into the deci-
sions rightfully made by State and
local governments. Mr. President, this
legislation will reduce the severe fi-
nancial and administrative impact of
Garcia on States and localities, and
will return the autonomy that is man-
dated by the 10th amendment to the
U.S. Constitution to these local gov-
ernments.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that this legislation be printed in
the RECORD.

There being no objection, the bill
was ordered to be printed in the
REcorbp, as follows:

S. 1434

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United Stlates of
America in Congress assembled, That (a)
section 13(b) of the Fair Labor Standards
Act of 1938 is amended—

(1) by striking out the period at the end of
clause (29) and inserting in lieu thereof a
semicolon and “or”; and

(2) by adding at the end thereof the fol-
lowing new clause:

“(30) any employee of a public agency
that is a State, a political subdivision of a
State, or an interstate governmental
agency.”.

(b) The amendments made by subsection
(a) shall take effect June 24, 1976.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
am pleased to join Senator WiLsoN as
an original cosponsor of legislation
which would return this country to
the sensible approach of exempiing
State and local governments from the
maximum hour provisions of the Fair
Labor Standards Act [FLSA].

In 1976, the Supreme Court, giving
due deference to the 10th amendment
of the Constitution, held in National
League of Cities versus Usery that the
overtime pay provisions of FLSA were
not applicable to the “traditional func-
tions” of State and local governments.
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Until recently, public employees who
worked irregular shifts, such as police-
men and firefighters, understood that
the nature of their work would require
more than 40 hours a week on occa-
sions, as necessary to the proper func-
tioning of their duties. However, these
workers also were given compensatory
time in lieu of overtime pay. Local gov-
ernments could better manage payroll
budgets, and workers could enjoy ex-
tended vacations.

This year, in the case of Garcia
versus San Antonio Metropolitan
Transit Authority, the Supreme Court
reversed its reliance on the sound prin-
ciples embodied in the 10th amend-
ment by overruling Usery.

During my cereer in the Senate, I
have often voiced my opposition to
Federal intrusion into areas reserved
to State and local governments, by the
Congress, the executive branch or the
courts. When the Federal Government
seeks to impose its will on States re-
garding matters within the jurisdic-
tion of States, I believe this to be vio-
lative of the intentions of our Found-
ing Fathers. Except in matters which
directly affect the security, economic
health, and foreign affairs of the
Nation as a whole, the Constitution
allows State and local governments,
which are more closely connected to
the people, freedom to meet the needs
of their respective citizens in the
manner most appropriate to State and
local conditions.

Since the Garcia decision, I have
heard the deep concerns of numerous
State and local government officials
from South Carolina and many other
States. This decision will have a devas-
tating economic impact on local gov-
ernments, many of which already op-
erate on extremely tight budgets. If
legislation is not enacted to reverse
this decision, local governments will be
forced to reduce the funding of other
important programs or reduce man-
power necessary to conduct vital
public safety services, which will be
detriminetal to the public interests.

The legislation which we will intro-
duce today will not exempt State and
local governments from the minimum
wage provisions of the FLSA, the
Equal Pay Act, or the child labor pro-
visions of the FLSA. It would allow
State and local governments the op-
portunity to plan their budgets. It
offers workers who enjoyed their
“comp time" the opportunity to con-
tinue to have this benefit. Moreover, it
is consonant with sound principles of
federalism as clearly set forth in the
10th amendment to the Constitution.

I urge my colleagues from both par-
ties to join Senator WiLson and me in
our efforts to achieve the speedy pas-
sage of this important legislation.

Mr. SYMMS. Mr. President, on Feb-
ruary 19, 1985 the U.S. Supreme Court
issued a decision in the case of Garcia
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versus San Antonio Metropolitan
Transit Authority in which the
Court's five-vote majority ruled that it
was constitutional to extend coverage
of the Fair Labor Standards Act
[FLSA] to nearly all State and local
government employees. The Court
thereby overturned its 1976 decision,
National League of Cities versus
Usery, which exempted “traditional”
functions of State and local govern-
ments from coverage under the act.

The Garcia decision has broad and,
in my view, ominous implications for
the Federal character of our Govern-
ment, and I will discuss those implica-
tions shortly. However, the Court’s de-
cision has had a more immediate and
equally serious effect in terms of its
impact on State and local governments
which now must comply with provi-
sions of the FLSA.

FINANCIAL IMPACT

Compliance with the FLSA will re-
quire that State and local govern-
ments pay their employees time and
one-half for overtime hours. No comp
time—compensatory time off—agree-
ments will be permitted under the law.

This requirement represents a dra-
matic, unnecessary, and unwanted
change in the way many State and
local governments compensate their
employees. In many cases, it is the em-
ployees themselves who least like the
overtime pay provision because they
value the extra days off they get by
accumulating comp time. Moreover,
the overtime wage provision will in-
crease significantly the cost of labor to
sustain services—including police and
fire protection—provided by local gov-
ernments.

Last month, the Joint Economic
Committee [JEC] held hearings to
assess the financial impact of the
Court's decision. Evidence presented
at the hearings indicates that compli-
ance will cost States and municipal
governments billions of dollars, pri-
marily in the form of increased labor
costs for police and fire protection.

Jim Weatherby, executive director
of the Association of Idaho Cities, re-
cently wrote to inform me that compli-
ance with the FLSA “will cost (Idaho)
cities hundreds of thousands of dol-
lars, and perhaps millions, before this
whole thing gets sorted out.” In-
creased costs of this magnitude cannot
be borne easily by cities in my State,
and the JEC hearings indicate that
the devastating budgetary impact will
be felt in cities around the nation.

In order to comply with the FLSA,
elected officials will be forced to
choose between cutting back on less
essential services or raising revenues
necessary to maintain current service
levels. In many localities, the option of
raising significant new revenues
simply does not exist because of tax
reduction efforts like Idaho’s “1 per-
cent initiative.” Many of the cities will
have to reduce even essential services
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in order to stay within their limited
budgets.

Applying FLSA regulations to city,
county, and State employment prac-
tices will mean less service at a greater
cost for the citizens of my State and
taxpayers across the country. It will
mean less flexible work schedules for
State and municipal employees. And it
may well mean the loss of jobs for
thousands of people local governments
can no longer afford to employ.

FEDERALISM

The Garcia decision not only threat-
ens the fiscal stability of States and
their political subdivisions forced to
comply with the FLSA, it also presents
a serious threat to the sovereignty of
States over activities which are pecu-
liar to the function of State and local
governments. This ruling, as Justice
Powell notes in dissent, renders the
Constitution’s guarantee of States’
rights “meaningless rhetoric when
Congress acts pursuant to the Com-
merce Clause.”

The 10th amendment to the Consti-
tution reads as follows:

The powers not delegated to the United
States by the Constitution, nor prohibited
by it to the States, are reserved to the
States respectively, or to the people.

Thus, the framers of the Constitu-
tion sought to protect in perpetuity
the sovereign power of States against
the inevitable encroachments of the
National Government.

The Founders believed that the
“Federal” character of this Govern-
ment was an essential element in a
system designed to protect the demo-
cratic principles and individual liber-
ties enshrined in the Constitution.
The States, Hamilton argued in the
Federalist Papers, No. 17, “being the
immediate and visible guardian of life
and property,” shall remain “a com-
plete counterpoise * * * to the power of
the Union.” That is, the separate
spheres of sovereignty which distin-
guish our “Federal” from a “national”
system of government were intended
to protect the people against the
threat of a too-powerful central gov-
ernment.

The Garcia decision allows the Fed-
eral Government to reach beyond its
proper realm of authority. “By usurp-
ing functions traditionally performed
by the States,” Justice Powell de-
clares, “Federal overreaching under
the Commerce Clause undermines the
constitutionally mandated balance of
power between the States and the
Federal Government, a balance de-
signed to protect our fundamental lib-
erties.” I share the Justice's concern
and would urge the Court to overrule
the Garcia decision at its earliest op-
portunity.

AMENDMENT TO THE FAIR LABOR STANDARDS ACT

Because of my interest in preserving
federalism wherever possible and my
concern about the tremendous finan-
cial burden imposed on State and local
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governments by the Garcia decision, I
am pleased to be an original cosponsor
of Senator WiLson's bill to exempt
States and their political subdivisions
from the overtime pay provision of the
FLSA.

Passage of this legislation will save
the Nation billions of dollars and avoid
unnecessary reductions in the services
provided by local governments. It will
be good for local taxpayers, good for
public employees, and good for citizens
who rely on the basic services—police,
fire, streets, water, sewer, et cetera—
provided by local governments.

I urge my colleague to support the
bill, and I hope its passage will be a
signal that this Congress intends to
defend the concept of federalism and
preserve the integrity of the 10th
amendment.

I ask unanimous consent that the
letter from the Association of Idaho
Cities to which I referred earlier be in-
serted in the REecorp following my
statement.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the
REcoRrp, as follows:

AssocIaTION oF IpaHO CITIES,
Boise, ID, July 8, 1985.
Hon. STEVE SyMMs,
U.S. Senator, Hart Building,
Washington, DC.

Dear SENATOR Symms: The recent ruling
of the U.S. Supreme Court in Garcia v. San
Antonio has stirred a great amount of con-
troversy for our Idaho city governments.
That decision, which forces Idaho city gov-
ernments to comply with the Fair Labor
Standards Act, could not have come at a
worse time for Idaho Cities.

The adjustments which cities must make
to comply with FLSA regulation will cost
cities hundreds of thousands of dollars, and
perhaps millions, before this whole thing
gets sorted out. The costs of compliance
with the FLSA comes at the same time the
U.8. Congress is working to take away Fed-
eral General Revenue Sharing. The $9 mil-
lion that cities receive from General Reve-
nue Sharing is used to support general oper-
ating budgets in cities. In addition, the 1%
initiative has drastically affected operating
budgets in Idaho cities since 1978. Compli-
ance with FLSA will probably force cities to
eliminate overtime, cut personnel, and
thereby cut services even further,

Our city leaders are extremely concerned.
At the 1985 Association of Idaho Cities con-
vention in Coeur d' Alene, a standing room
only crowd came to hear a workshop on the
topic. All they heard was depressing news.
Their general reaction was: “How can we get
the government off our backs.” These were
local elected officials talking!

FLSA compliance will eliminate many of
the innovations which cities use in their
personnel systems. “Comp time", time off
taken later for extra time worked today, will
be gone. The irony is that city employees
like “comp time" systems. Our city govern-
ment employees are dedicated to their jobs
and, considering their compensation, are
probably among the most productive within
the private or public sector. FLSA further
restricts city governments from compensat-
ing their employees innovatively. “Comp
time" is a way for cities to get the work
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done without having to suffer personnel
budget increases.

It is interesting that there is a cultural di-
mension to this “comp time" issue. In Idaho
many public employees work extra hours in
the winter months plowing snow, etc. Then,
during the elk hunting season, or at other
slack periods, they take some of those
“comp time” hours off. Employees like
these arrangements and want to keep them.
Why cannot there be some flexibility in the
rules to allow employees to sign a waiver
from FLSA compliance?

The FLSA rules just don't seem to fit in
Idaho. We receive calls from very small
cities such as Eden, with two full-time em-
ployees—a city clerk and a public works
man. It is difficult explaining to a small city
clerk the multitude of requirements neces-
sary to come into FLSA compliance. One
aspect of the rules allow for exemptions for
police departments with four or less full-
time officers; many of our cities, like St. An-
thony have five officers. Some have dis-
cussed laying off one policeman in order to
be exempt. How will the mayor explain to a
concerned citizen that police service will be
cut by 20% ‘“‘because the Federal Fair Labor
Standards Act”? I'm convinced that the citi-
zenry will suffer without ever fully under-
standing why or how this federal act affects
their city.

Later this month the AIC will conduct a
series of workshops to help cities bring their
personnel systems into FLSA compliance.
We at the AIC are taking every step we can
to prepare our cities for what must be done.
It is really too early to know what the full
costs of FLSA compliance will be,

In the next few months we will continue
to compile cost information on FLSA com-
pliance, For example, we have learned that
the City of Ketchum will incur a compliance
cost of $31,500 in just the city fire depart-
ment. This cost reflects the rescheduling of
fire personnel, to a standard 7 day, 40 hour
week. The other adjustments, including in-
creasing the overtime budget, will amount
to $23,200. The total FLSA compliance cost
for this small city will be $54,700.

Every city which sends a candidate to the
Peace Officers Standards and Training
Academy will suffer unforseen increases in
police training expenses. Currently, officers
are trained for more than 40 hours in a
seven day week. Those hours in addition to
the 40 hours in a seven day week will be
paid at time and one half or the Academy
will have to be extended another two weeks,

The total statewide costs of FLSA compli-
ance are unknown, but we believe they are
unnecessary. The Association of Idaho
Cities will continue to assist cities to comply
with the FLSA requirements because of the
recent Garcia decision. Our Idaho City gov-
ernments are responsible, as the govern-
ments closest to the people, for delivering
basic services—police, fire, streets, water,
sewer, ete. cities have traditionally governed
their own affairs. Decisions, such as Garcia
allow the Federal Government to become a
“long distance” government specifically
mandating our personnel practices.

As your constituents, the elected officials
and employees of Idaho Cities urge you to
continue to work to remove these burden-
some requirements. Please let us know if
there is anything we can do to assist you in
this effort.

Respectfully yours,
JAMES B. WEATHERBY,
Executive Director.

Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. Presi-
dent, today I am cosponsoring legisla-
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tion which will partially exempt State
and local government employees from
costly and unworkable overtime provi-
sions of the Fair Labor Standards Act.
Historically, whether or not to include
State and local employees has been a
matter of some debate in the Congress
as well as the Supreme Court. Much is
at stake.

Of immediate concern is the prob-
lem of what this will cost State and
local governments. In the largest
county in the United States—Los An-
geles County—it is estimated that
overtime provisions would cost in
excess of $50 million per year. But,
this is not just a problem of large gov-
ernments. In my home State, local of-
ficials from small communities tell me
that it will increase their cities oper-
ational tax levies by at least 10 per-
cent. For example, in Chaska, MN, it
will double the city’s fire department
personnel costs—and taxpayers won't
get a dime’s more service. Even more
ironic is the fact that the fire depart-
ment employees don't want to be cov-
ered under FLSA. They would prefer
to leave things just the way they are.
Yet, the long arm of Washington
reaches out. It dictates a single nation-
al policy without concern for the dif-
ferences among communities and no
regard for the fact that many city
services, like police and fire protection,
are fundamentally ill-suited to this
kind of regulation.

Short-term considerations are not
the only reasons we need this legisla-
tion. As a result of the Supreme Court
decision in Garcia versus San Antonio
Metropolitan Transit Authority—the
case which brought State and local
governments under FLSA overtime
provisions—a basic constitutional safe-
guard to federalism has been lost. As a
result, today little stands between the
inherent right of local self-govern-
ment and the national penchant to
interfere. At a time when we are
thrusting upon cities and States more
and more domestic responsibilities,
while at the same time giving them
less Federal financial assistance, this is
especially intolerable. It is worth quot-
ing a letter from the Owatonna, Min-
nesota City Council on this point.

We have deep sympathy with the congres-
sional intent to reduce the Federal deficit,
even if it means reducing services and
moneys to our cities. We ought to be able to
expect a reciprocal sympathy with our de-
sires to balance our budgets and provide the
services our citizens demand, without unrea-
sonable cost * * *. Please consider that we
have, right here in Owatonna, the native wit
to deal fairly with our employees and oper-
ate our city * * *. Please do not be afraid to
allow our councils and mayors some author-
ity, even if it means that the Federal Gov-
ernment might refrain from extending au-
thority into another field where shortcom-
ings of Federal Agencies might be demon-
strated.

Mr. President, the Fair Labor Stand-
ards Act began as a carefully crafted
response to legitimate national needs.
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When first enacted in 1938, it estab-
lished minimum wages and maximum
hours for employees engaged in pro-
ducing goods for interstate commerce.
State and local government employees
were specifically exempted from cover-
age under the act in recognition of the
limitations imposed on Congress by
our Federal system of Government.
Over the years, the FLSA’'s coverage
was gradually expanded to include var-
ious other categories of excepted
workers, and in 1974, Congress at-
tempted to place most State and local
government employees under the act
by passing the Fair Labor Standards
Amendments of 1974.

This misguided extension of Federal
regulatory powers was overturned by
the Supreme Court in 1976 in the
landmark case of National League of
Cities versus Usery. In this case, the
Court affirmed that the 10th amend-
ment of the Constitution places limits
on Congress’ authority to interfere
with the integral functions of State
and local governments. The Court de-
clared that:

The States as States stand on quite differ-
ent footing than an individual or corpora-
tion when challenging the exercise of Con-
gress’ power to regulate commerce. * * *
Congress may not exercise that power so as
to force upon the States its choice as to how
essential decisions regarding the conduct of
integral functions are to be made. * * * This
exercise of congressional authority does not
comport with the Federal system of Govern-
ment embodied in the Constitution.

Mr. President, the legislation I am
cosponsoring today is needed only be-
cause the High Court has now chosen
to reverse itself on this important
issue and abrogate its reponsibility to
enforce the Constitution. In the recent
Garcia case, the Court overturned its
National League of Cities decision as
unworkable, and left all future deci-
sions on dividing Federal, State and
local responsibilities to the political
process in Congress. This is like an
umpire walking off the field in the
middle of a ballgame or, worse still,
letting the fox guard the chicken coop.

This Supreme Court decision re-
writes 200 years of constitutional his-
tory. It completely ignores the Found-
ers' guarantee in the Bill of Rights
that States would retain certain fun-
damental powers to structure their
own internal operations. In the proc-
ess, the federal system has been down-
graded from a constitutional principle
to an odd collection of ad hoc political
outcomes.

There is considerable irony in the
timing of the Court’s decision to aban-
don issues of federalism to the politi-
cal fray. It comes at a time when the
capacity of States and localities to
defend their prerogatives in the politi-
cal arena has reached an historic low.
Constitutional avenues of influence
have been weakened over time as
direct election of Senators and Presi-
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dential electors has replaced State leg-
islative selection. Even more impor-
tant, State and local influence in the
political process has been deeply
eroded by the rise of national televi-
sion networks, Washington-based in-
terest groups, and increasingly nation-
alized sources of campaign finance.

In the long run, the Garcia case
threatens to undermine one of the cor-
nerstones of our constitutional system.
In their wisdom, the authors of the
Constitution sought to preserve liber-
ty through representative democracy,
through expressed guarantees of es-
sential individual rights, through the
separation of powers among coequal
branches of Government, and through
a system of shared and divided Gov-
ernment authority known as federal-
ism. In constructing the latter two ele-
ments of liberty, the Founders gave
form to the belief that no branch of
Government should determine its own
limits. Thus, the Constitution gave to
the National Government certain vital
powers, leaving the remainder “to the
States respectively, or to the people.”
In so doing, the framers recognized
that States and localities, being closer
to the people, may be more responsive
to their citizens in performing many
services than the Government in
Washington.

THE PROBLEM TODAY

The most immediate effect of the
Garcia case is to reimpose the misguid-
ed Fair Labor Standards Amendments
on State and local governments—re-
gardless of their size or the nature of
their employees. Thirteen million

State and local government employees
are now covered by this act.

For some it creates few problems—
only the added interference of new
Federal paperwork and record keeping

burdens. For regular, full-time em-
ployees, virtually all communities al-
ready pay more than the minimum
wage, and satisfactory agreements on
overtime and working conditions have
been worked out in collective bargain-
ing agreements. I strongly support
such agreements, hammered out local-
ly in response to local conditions. And
I strongly support the rights of labor
and management to bargain collective-
ly and fairly. But these provisions of
the FLSA, applied uniformly from
Washington, inappropriately interfere
with this process.

In many small communities, local
budgets and services will be greatly
and senselessly distorted. The law cre-
ates particular problems for rural vol-
unteer fire departments. Because of
sloppy Federal regulations, city offi-
cials will be forced to stop paying
modest compensation to volunteer
firefighters and to prohibit regular
city employees from participating in a
valuable community service.

Costly burdens are also imposed on
many larger communities by the over-
time provisions of FLSA. Because
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public safety employees often work
long and irregular hours, many com-
munities choose to compensate them
with flexible work schedules and
“comp time”. FLSA prohibits using
such arrangements as a substitute for
paying more expensive overtime sala-
ries of at least time and one-half. Yet,
“comp time"” arrangements, worked
out in local bargaining agreements,
often best meet the preferences of
both local governments and their em-
ployees. The Winona County, Minne-
sota Deputies’ Association has in-
formed me that FLSA's overtime re-
quirements have ‘“wreaked havoc with
the scheduling of public safety em-
ployees and placed many labor con-
tracts into question.” The city of Little
Falls estimates that costly overtime
provisions will require a 10-percent in-
crease in the local tax levy. And, in
the Nation’s Capital, the Washington
Post reports that several police detec-
tives were pulled off a murder investi-
gation in midstream because District
of Columbia officials feared the devas-
tating effect of FLSA's overtime provi-
sions on the city’s budget!

Such ludicrous and costly problems
clearly underscore the need for this
amendment of the Fair Labor Stand-
ards Act.

These examples might lead one to
assume that the recent Labor Depart-
ment regulations to implement the
NLC decision are particularly onerous.
I agree that they are onerous. But,
they are not unusual. In fact, these
are merely the latest in a stream of
Federal regulatory actions which in-
trude into areas traditionally reserved
to State and local governments.

Earlier this year, PETE WiLsoN and I
introduced another piece of legisla-
tion, S. 483, The Intergovernmental
Regulatory Relief Act of 1985, which
would go far to restrain the growth of
unfunded mandates such as those ad-
dressed in the legislation I rise to co-
sponsor today.

Regulatory federalism is a serious
and disturbing trend which under-
mines cooperation in our intergovern-
mental system. Yet this cooperation is
fundamental to solving many of the
most important problems facing our
Nation. Of late, when I have expressed
my concern about this troublesome
trend, some have assured me that reg-
ulation is no longer a threat to State
sovereignty and the inherent right of
local self-government. They have said
that the 1980's are different than the
1970’s. When it comes to dealing with
States and localities, regulation is out.
Devolution is in. The Labor Depart-
ment’s recent actions belie these assur-
ances. They suggest something quite
different. Intergovernmental regula-
tion is alive and well. It is federalism
that is in trouble.

By its decision in Garcia, the Su-
preme Court has expressed its belief
that State and local governments
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should look to Congress to protect
their rights. Although I question the
wisdom of this strategy, we can send
an important message to our doubters
by passing this much-needed legisla-
tion.

Mr. President, I ask that the article
entitled “Overtime Ruling Costly to
Localities,” be printed in the RECORD
directly following my statement.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the
Recorbp as follows:

OVERTIME RuLinNe CosTLY T'0 LOCALITIES

(By Lee Hockstader)

A recent Supreme Court ruling forcing
state and local governments to adhere to
federal wage and hour laws will add $10 mil-
lion to $15 million a year to the costs of op-
erating the D.C. government and hundreds
of thousands of dollars to suburban govern-
ments, area officials say.

That is only a small portion of what is
now estimated to be the overall $2 billion to
$4 billion cost to state and local govern-
ments from the ruling that forces the gov-
ernments to pay overtime wages to most of
their workers instead of giving them com-
pensatory time off.

“It's too much money,” complained attor-
ney Gilbert J. Ginsburg, a labor lawyer who
is an adviser to many cities, including Alex-
ander and New York.

The ruling “hits very, very hard and is a
burden,” said Cornelius J. O’Kane, Fairfax
County’'s personnel director. Officials there
estimate the court’s Feb. 19 ruling will cost
Fairfax taxpayers $500,000 to $1 million a
Year.

Most of the added costs will come in over-
time to police and firefighters, who in the
past have earned substantial amounts of
compensatory time off.

For example, one immediate impact of the
ruling is in western states such as Califor-
nia, where thousands of firefighters will be
collecting time-and-a-half overtime pay for
battling the forest fires that were out of
control in that region last week. Paying the
California firefighters overtime wages,
rather than compensating them with time
off later, will cost $10 million to $20 million,
according to James D. Mosman, the state's
director of personnel administration.

Cities, which are expected to be hit the
hardest when the Labor Department starts
enforcing the court ruling Oct. 15, are rais-
ing the possibility of layoffs, reduced serv-
ices or higher taxes. Officials in the Labor
Department and the White House say they
have been flooded with calls and letters
from mayors worried about the impact of
the ruling on their budgets.

Local governments attacked the ruling
when it was announced, but say they are
only now beginning to add up the likely
costs as their budget and personnel officers
supply them with more precise estimates.

‘We are just now getting a handle on it,
and it is very difficult,” said Donald Wein-
berg, the District’s director of labor rela-
tions. “It is causing & real problem."”

District officials say the impact of the
ruling here will not be as severe as in some
other large cities because Washington al-
ready pays overtime to many of its em-
ployes, “If there are no other pressures
then it is clearly manageable,” said Betsy
Reveal, the District's budget director. “But
it cannot be seen in isolation. In combina-
tion with other pressures it could cause
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problems.” The District’s annual payroll is
about $850 million.

Under guidelines for the Fair Labor
Standards Act, which state and local govern-
ments now must follow, police must receive
overtime pay if they work more than 171
hours in a 28-day period. For firefighters,
overtime must be paid after 212 hours.

Blue-collar employes in public works as
well as clerical and technical employes,
many of whom commonly work overtime
hours, would also be covered. Teachers, as
professional employes, are excluded from
coverage under the law.

The Supreme Court ruling came in a case
know as Garcia v. San Antonio Metropoli-
tan Transit Authority on the question of
whether overtime provisions in the act
apply to municipal workers.

Joseph Garcia, a bus driver in San Anto-
nio, had brought suit against the city, chal-
lenging its practice of paying time-and-a-
half overtime only when bus drivers worked
on their days off or on holidays. For all
other overtime hours worked, bus drivers
were paid at the normal hourly rate. The
city said it should be exempt from the act;
Garcia backed by labor unions, said it
should not.

The 5-to-4 high court ruling has diverse
implications. For example:

Municipalities will no longer be able to
accept volunteer or subminimum wage serv-
ices from their employes. Crossing guards—
frequently senior citizens working for little
or no pay—will have to be paid at least a
minimum wage, for instance. This provision
is expected to hurt small towns, which fre-
quently depend on volunteer workers to a
large degree.

Municipalities may have to pay substan-
tial sums of overtime wages to police re-
cruits in academies who devote long hours
to their training, “We've heard of an in-
stance where trainees are paid at a higher
rate than police captains,” said a White
House official. The official, who asked not
to be identified, said the likely effect in that
instance would be a cutback in training time
for police officers.

Public employes in some rural jurisdie-
tions who saved compensatory time by
working long hours in the winter so they
could plant their crops in the spring will be
unable to continue that practice.

In Puerto Rico, implementing the act is
expected to cost millions of dollars because
the government must start paying the mini-
mum wage to public employees who have
been earning less.

Officials also express fears of curtailed
work by public safety employees, and cite
the case of four D.C. homicide detectives
whose investigation of a murder was cut
short last week to avoid paying them over-
time. The incident occurred shortly after
police officials had circulated a memoran-
dum outlining steps to comply with the
ruling.

“There's an increasing degree of alarm
about the costs and the disruption, both of
which will be substantial,” said the White
House official.

Congressional hearings on the issue are
scheduled for July 25, and three governors
as well as host of local officials are expected
to raise the prospect of budget-busting ex-
penses because of the ruling.

Groups such as the National Association
of Counties and the National League of
Cities also are increasing pressure on the
Reagan administration to introduce legisla-
tion that would repeal overtime provisions
of the Fair Labor Standards Act and effec-
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tively neutralize the fiscal impact of the Su-
preme Court’s ruling.

The White House official acknowledged
that the administration is considering back-
ing such a bill. Congressional aides say the
measure would be opposed by organized
labor, and would stand little chance of pas-
sage in the Democratic-controlled House of
Representatives.

“What happens on the House side de-
pends on how much pressure we can gin
up,” said one Senate aide who would like to
see the Garcia decision undone by Congress.
“But politically I just don’t think we can do
it.”

Susan Meisinger, deputy undersecretary
for employment standards in the Labor De-
partment, said she believes legislation is
possible. “There’s a growing concern about
the impact,” she sald. “What happens de-
pends on how hard state and local govern-
ments push."”

In a speech to the American Bar Associa-
tion last week, Attorney General Edwin
Meese III blasted the court for the Garcia
ruling, declaring that it ‘“undermines the
stability” of state and local governments.

To comply with the ruling, Los Angeles
will have to pay $100 million a year; San
Francisco, $560 million, and New York, $40
million, according to Cynthia M. Pols, coun-
sel to the National League of Cities.

Many municipalities are in the process of
determining how many of their workers are
covered by the federal guidelines and how
many are not. Some personnel officials ac-
knowledge privately that in borderline cases
where there is room for discretion, govern-
ments may tend to classify workers as
exempt from the law, and therefore ineligi-
ble for premium pay.

State and local government officials also
are afraid of the effects of a provision in the
federal law that allows employes to bring
private lawsuits to recover back overtime
pay. Because the court’s ruling was effective
April 15, any municipal worker who wants
to collect overtime since that date will be
able to do so, along with a penalty doubling
the overtime payment.

Ironically, although labor union officials
initially were elated by the Supreme Court
decision in February, some are now ac-
knowledging that their members are unhap-
py about losing compensatory time off.

By Mr. DIXON:

S.J. Res. 162. Joint resolution pro-
posing an amendment to the Constitu-
tion authorizing the President to dis-
approve or reduce an item of appro-
priations; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

8. 1431. A bill to amend the Congres-
sional Budget and Impoundment Con-
trol Act of 1974 to require expeditious
consideration by the Congress of a
proposal by the President to rescind
all or part of any item of budget au-
thority if the proposal is transmitted
to the Congress on the same day on
which the President approves the bill
or joint resolution providing such
budget authority; pursuant to the
order of August 4, 1977, referred joint-
ly to the Committee on Governmental
Affairs and the Committee on the
Budget.

LINE-ITEM VETO LEGISLATION

Mr. DIXON. Mr. President, I am

today reintroducing a joint resolution
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proposing a constitutional amendment
authorizing the President to disap-
prove or reduce individual items of ap-
propriations, subject to a majority
vote override. I am also introducing
legislation to expand the President’s
rescission authority because action on
the constitutional amendment will
necessarily take a substantial period of
time, and we need the benefits to be
garnered from the item veto now.

I do not propose this constitutional
amendment and expanded rescission
authority lightly, but I am convinced
we need fundamental changes in our
budgeting procedures if we are ever to
restore fiscal discipline to the Federal
Government. Deficits are out of con-
trol. Our budget deficit is likely to
reach $215 billion or even more this
year, and the current stalemate with
respect to next year's budget resolu-
tion demonstrates the inadequacy of
current budget making policies to re-
verse ever increasing deficits.

Solving our budget problems on a
long-term basis will require strong
action in a number of areas. I am con-
vinced that adding an item veto provi-
sion to our Constitution is probably
the single most important action we
could take if we really want to end the
deficit nightmare.

The item veto has a long and distin-
guished history. It first appeared in
the Confederate constitution. In the
years since the Civil War it has been
included in the constitutions of 43 of
the 50 States. The States give their
Governors this authority because it
was needed, because it strengthens
their budget processes, and because it
works. No State that has adopted the
item veto has ever repealed it.

While the idea has demonstrated its
merit at the State level, however, it
has never seriously been considered at
the Federal level. Numerous items
veto proposals have been introduced in
Congress since the first one in 1876. At
least seven different Presidents have
requested item veto authority. But
none of these proposals or requests
has ever been sent to the States or
been acted on by either the House or
the Senate.

Mr. President, it is long past time to
change that situation, and act on item
veto provision that helps restore the
President’s veto power. 1 say restore
because the truth is that the Presiden-
tial veto is now a much weaker weapon
than it once was.

Under our Constitution, a President
can only veto an entire bill. He or she
cannot veto individual items of spend-
ing within the bill—the veto is an all
or nothing proposition. When our
Constitution was written, that was a
reasonable and workable balance of
powers between the legislative and ex-
ecutive branches. Government was
smaller and simpler. Over the past 194
years, though, Congress has tipped the
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balance in its favor and substantially
eroded the President's veto power.
The growth in Government, together
with the increasing use of omnibus
legislation, now make it significantly
more difficult for a President to play
the role envisioned by the Nation's
founders.

Increasingly, a President has the
choice of either shutting down the
Government, or signing into law bil-
lions of dollars of spending which he
or she does not support. Last year, for
example, almost all Government
spending was included in a single om-
nibus bill instead of the 13 annual ap-
propriation bills that Congress usually
acts on to exercise its control over
Government spending.

More and more, Congress attaches
controversial items to “must” bills in
an effort to make it more difficult for
a President to use his veto power. Log-
rolling, and packaging good and bad
programs into a single omnibus bill,
have become a way of life.

These practices are near and dear to
the hearts of many legislators, but
they work to undermine our ability to
budget in a fiscally sound and respon-
sible manner. They are clearly waste-
ful, extravagant, and destructive.

Congress will never resolve the defi-
cit problems, Mr. President, if it con-
tinues this “business as usual” ap-
proach. Congress must surrender some
of the prerogatives it has accumulated
over the years, and allow at least a
partial restoration of the President’s
vote power.

Many Members, as well as those who
benefit from the current way of doing
things, may not want to surrender all
the power they have gained. To ensure
that the proper balance of powers be-
tween the legislative and executive
branches of Government is main-
tained—to ensure no possibility of the
creation of an imperial presidency—I
am proposing only a partial restora-
tion, giving the President item veto au-
thority, but allowing Congress to over-
ride it by a simple constitutional ma-
jority.

Under my proposal, a President
would have to choose: either veto an
entire bill, forcing Congress to attempt
to override by two-thirds vote, or use
the item veto, recognizing that it
would be easier for Congress to over-
ride.

Stated another way, it simply allows
a President to put the Congress on
record, to see whether there is in fact
majority support for certain individual
items of spending in an omnibus bill.
As we all know too well, most Mem-
bers of Congress have never seen and
do not know about many of the literal-
ly thousands of individual times in the
hundreds of pages of appropriations
bills enacted every year. We rely on
staff, and the knowledge, character,
and ability of the Senators and Repre-
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sentatives that are the subcommittee
chairmen and ranking members that
handle the bills. Yet all these items
are presumed to have majority sup-
port because they passed in Congress.

If a President opposes an item, why
shouldn’t he or she have the right to
ask the Congress to go on record, and
to determine whether the majority
that is presumed to exist actually
exists? In the early days of our Repub-
lic, Presidents often effectively had
that right because bills were narrower
and did not deal with more than one
subject. But now, as I stated earlier,
we have come to the point where vir-
tually the entire Government is
funded in a single bill.

Majority override means that a
President could not overturn strong
congressional support for a single item
through use of the item veto and the
support of ‘“one-third plus one” in
either the House or the Senate. Only
the veto of an entire bill would take a
two-thirds vote to override. An item
veto would be sustained if the Presi-
dent commanded majority support,
and would be overturned if the item
had majority backing.

Mr. President, the Line-Item Rescis-
sion Act S. 1431, is based on similar
principles. I am introducing this pro-
posal reluctantly because I believe a
constitutional amendment is the
better way to proceed. Further, some
of the past rescission proposals would
have given the President unilateral re-
scission authority, thus effectively
giving a President two bites at the
same apple. Under these proposals a
President could sign a bill and then re-
scind various items of spending. Con-
gress would have to effectively act on
a new bill repassing the items to over-
turn the rescission, and this action
would be subject to Presidential veto,
requiring a two-thirds vote to override.

My proposal is merely a small ex-
pansion of authority already available
to Presidents under the Budget Act. It
does not give a President unilateral re-
scission authority. It is designed to
make the rescission mechanism as
close to a majority override line-item
veto constitutional provision as is pos-
sible through statutory means while
not violating constitutional principles.
It can be put into effect far more
quickly than a constitutional change,
and would provide at least part of the
benefits of the constitutional amend-
ment.

The legislation permits a President
to defer items of spending contained
in an appropriations bill for 60 days
while Congress considers rescission
resolutions under expedited proce-
dures. Each rescission resolution
would cover a single item and would
have to be voted on separately, as the
veto of an individual item would be.

Both Houses of Congress would have
to vote on the resolution or resolu-
tions within 60 days of their transmit-
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tal to Congress by a President. If the
President had majority support the
resolution would pass and the item
would be rescinded. If the item had
majority support, the spending would
go forward without being subject to
further Presidential veto.

The rescission resolutions would not
be amendable since veto messages are
not amendable, and the expedited pro-
cedures would guarantee a vote on the
resolutions. This provision, of course,
is different from the way a veto mes-
sage is considered. There is no guaran-
tee that a veto message will be voted
on at all. However, a veto is effective
unless overturned by both Houses of
Congress while a rescission is effective
only when approved in both Houses.
The combination of the limited defer-
ral authority, and the expedited proce-
dures guaranteeing a vote, are neces-
sary to ensure that Congress faces the
issues raised by a President’s opposi-
tion to particular items.

Neither the item veto constitutional
amendment nor the Line-Item Veto
Rescission Act is a cure-all for the
budget problems we are facing, Mr.
President. Dealing with the deficit will
require action in every area of the
budget, action that will be difficult
and distasteful. However, either pro-
posal can and will make a real differ-
ence. If a Federal item veto with ma-
jority override works as well at the
Federal level as it does in my own
State of Illinois, it could save $27 bil-
lion a year or more.

I urge my colleagues therefore to
consider these proposals very careful-
ly. I am convinced that the result of
this fair and reasonable examination
will be enactment of a Line-Item Veto
Rescission Act and early submission of
the constitutional amendment to the
States for ratification. I look forward
to working with my colleagues toward
these objectives.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the joint resolution and the
bill be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

S.J. Res. 162

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled (two-thirds of each
House concurring therein), That the follow-
ing article is proposed as an amendment to
the Constitution of the United States,
which shall be valid to all intents and pur-
poses as part of the Constitution if ratified
by the legislatures of three-fourths of the
several States within seven years after its
submission to the States for ratification:

“ARTICLE--

“The President may reduce or disapprove
any item of appropriation in any Act or
joint resolution, except any item of appro-
piation for the legislative branch of the
Government, If an Act or joint resolution is
approved by the President, any item of ap-
propriation contained therein which is not
reduced or disapproved shall become law.
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The President shall return with his objec-
tions any item of appropriation reduced or
disapproved to the House in which the Act
or joint resolution containing such item
originated. The Congress may, in the
manner prescribed under section 7 of the ar-
ticle I for Acts disapproved by the Presi-
dent, reconsider any item disapproved by
the President, reconsider any item disap-
proved or reduced under this section, except
that only a majority vote of each House
shall be required to approve an item which
has been disapproved or to restore an item
which has been reduced by the President to
the original amount contained in the Act or
joint resolution.”.

S. 1431

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That this
Act may be cited as the “Line-Item Rescis-
sion Act of 1985".

SEC. 2. EXPEDITED CONSIDERATION OF CERTAIN
PROPOSED RESCISSIONS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Part B of title X of the
Congressional Budget and Impoundment
Control Act of 1974 is amended by redesig-
nating sections 1013 through 1017 as sec-
tions 1014 through 1018, respectively, and
inserting after section 1012 the following
new section:

“EXPEDITED CONSIDERATION OF CERTAIN
PROPOSED RESCISSIONS

“SEec. 1013. (a) Transmittal of Special Mes-
sage.—The President may, on the same cal-
endar day the President approves any ap-
propriation bill, transmit to both Houses of
the Congress, for consideration in accord-
ance with this section, one or more special
messages proposing to rescind all or part of
any item of budget authority provided in
the appropriation bill.,

“(b) CONTENTS OF SPECIAL MESSAGE.—

*(1) No special message may be considered
in accordance with this section if the special
message proposes to rescind more than one
item of budget authority.

“(2) Each special message transmitted
under subsection (a) shall specify, with re-
spect to the item of budget authority (or
part thereof) proposed by the message to be
rescinded, the matter referred to in para-
graphs (1) through (5) of section 1012(a).

“(3) Each special message transmitted
under subsection (a) shall be accompanied
by a draft bill or joint resolution that
would, if enacted, rescind the budget au-
thority proposed to be rescinded.

*(¢) PROCEDURES.—

“{1MA) On the day on which a special
message proposing to rescind an item of
budget authority is transmitted to the
House of Representatives and the Senate
under subsection (a), the draft bill or joint
resolution accompanying such special mes-
sage shall be introduced (by request) by the
majority leader of the House of the Con-
gress in which the appropriation Act provid-
ing the budget authority originated. If such
House is not in session on the day on which
a special message is transmitted, the draft
bill or joint resolution shall be introduced in
such House, as provided in the preceding
sentence, on the first day thereafter on
which such House is in session.

“(B) A draft bill or joint resolution intro-
duced in the House of Representatives or
the Senate pursuant to subparagraph (A)
shall be referred to the Committee on Ap-
propriations of such House, The committee
shall report the bill or joint resolution with-
out substantive revision (and with or with-
out recommendation) not later than 20 cal-
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endar days of continuous session of the Con-
gress after the date on which the bill or
joint resolution is introduced. A committee
failing to report a bill or joint resolution
within the 20-day period referred to in the
preceding sentence shall be automatically
discharged from consideration of the bill or
joint resolution, and the bill or joint resolu-
tion shall be placed on the appropriate cal-
endar.

“(C) A vote on final passage of a bill or
joint resolution introduced in a House of
the Congress pursuant to subparagraph (A)
shall be taken on or before the close of the
30th calendar day of continuous session of
the Congress after the date of the introduc-
tion of the bill or joint resolution in such
House. If the bill or joint resolution is
agreed to, the Clerk of the House of Repre-
sentatives (in the case of a bill or joint reso-
lution agreed to in the House of Represent-
atives) or the Secretary of the Senate (in
the case of a bill or joint resolution agreed
to in the Senate) shall cause the bill or joint
resolution to be engrossed, certified, and
transmitted to the other House of the Con-
gress on the same calendar day on which
the bill or joint resolution is agreed to.

“(2)(A) A bill or joint resolution transmit-
ted to the House of Representatives or the
Senate pursuant to subparagraph (C) of
paragraph (1) shall be referred to the Com-
mittee on Appropriations of such House.
The committee shall report the bill or joint
resolution without substantive revision (and
with or without recommendation) not later
than 20 calendar days of continuous session
of the Congress after the bill or joint resolu-
tion is transmitted to such House. A com-
mittee failing to report the bill or joint reso-
lution within the 20-day period referred to
in the preceding sentence shall be automati-
cally discharged from consideration of the
bill or joint resolution, and the bill or joint
resolution shall be replaced upon the appro-
priate calendar.

“(B) A vote on final passage of a bill or
joint resolution transmitted to a House of
the Congress pursuant to subparagraph (C)
of paragraph (1) shall be taken on or before
the close of the 30th calendar day of contin-
uous session of the Congress after the date
on which the bill or joint resolution is trans-
mitted to such House. If the bill or joint res-
olution is agreed to in such House, the Clerk
of the House of Representatives (in the case
of a bill or joint resolution agreed to in the
House of Representatives) or the Secretary
of the Senate (in the case of a bill or joint
resolution agreed to in the Senate) shall
cause the engrossed bill or joint resolution
to be returned to the House in which the
bill or joint resolution originated, together
with a statement of the action taken by the
House acting under this paragraph.

“(3)(A) A motion in the House of Repre-
sentatives to proceed to the consideration of
a bill or joint resolution under this section
shall be highly privileged and not debatable.
An amendment to the motion shall not be in
order, nor shall it be in order to move to re-
consider the vote by which the motion is
agreed to or to.

“(B) Debate in the House of Representa-
tives on a bill or joint resolution under this
section shall be limited to not more than 10
hours, which shall be divided equally be-
tween those favoring and those opposing
the bill or joint resolution. A motion further
to limit debate shall not be debatable. it
shall not be in order to move to recommit a
bill or joint resolution under this section or
to move to reconsider the vote by which the
bill or joint resolution is agreed to or dis-
agreed to.
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“(C) Motions to postpone, made in the
House of Representatives with respect to
the consideration of a bill or joint resolution
under this section, and motions to proceed
to the consideration of other business, shall
be decided without debate.

“(D) All appeals from the decisions of the
Chair relating to the application of the
Rules of the House of Representatives to
the procedure relating to a bill or joint reso-
lution under this section shall be decided
without debate.

“(E) Except to the extent specifically pro-
vided in the preceding provisions of this
subsection, consideration of a bill or joint
resolution under this section shall be gov-
erned by the Rules of the House of Repre-
sentatives applicable to other bills and joint
resolution in similar circumstances.

“(4}A) A motion in the Senate to proceed
to the consideration of a bill or joint resolu-
tion under this section shall be privileged
and not debatable. An amendment to the
motion shall not be in order, nor shall it be
in order to move to reconsider the vote by
which the motion is agreed to or
to

“(B) Debate in the Senate on a bill or
joint resolution under this section, and all
debatable motions and appeals in connec-
tion therewith, shall be limited to not more
than 10 hours. The time shall be equally di-
vided between, and controlled by, the major-
ity leader and the minority leader or their
designees.

“(C) Debate in the Senate on any debata-
ble motion or appeal in connection with a
bill or joint resolution under this section
shall be limited to not more than 1 hour, to
be equally divided between, and controlled
by, the mover and the manager of the bill or
joint resolution, except that in the event
the manager of the bill or joint resolution is
in favor of any such motion or appeal, the
time in opposition thereto, shall be con-
trolled by the minority leader or his desig-
nee. Such leaders, or either of them, may,
from time under their control on the pas-
sage of a bill or joint resolution, allot addi-
tional time to any Senator during the con-
sideration of any debatable motion or

peal.

‘D) A motion in the Senate to further
limit debate on a bill or joint resolution
under this section is not debatable. A
motion to recommit a bill or joint resolution
under this section is not in order.

“(d) AMENDMENTS PROHIBITED.—No amend-
ment to a bill or joint resolution considered
under this section shall be in order in either
the House of Representatives or the Senate.
No motion to suspend the application of
this paragraph shall be in order in either
House, nor shall it be in order in either
House for the Presiding Officer to entertain
a request to suspend the application of this
paragraph by unanimous consent.

“(e) REQUIREMENT TO MAKE AVAILABLE FOR
OBLIGATION.—ANY item of budget authority
proposed to be rescinded in a special mes-
sage transmitted to the Congress in accord-
ance with subsection (a) shall be made avail-
able for obligation unless, not more than 60
days after the transmittal of the special
message, both Houses of the Congress have
agreed to the bill or joint resolution accom-
panying such special message.

“(f) DerFiniTiONs.—For purposes of this
section—

“(1) ‘item’ means any numerically ex-
pressed amount of budget authority set
forth in an appropriation bill;

“(2) ‘appropriation bill' means any general
or special appropriation bill, and any bill or
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joint resolution making supplemental, defi-
clency, or continuing appropriations; and

“(3) 'appropriation Act’' means any appro-
priation bill that has been approved by the
President and become law."”.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—

(1) Section 1011(5) of the Congressional
Budget and Impoundment Control Act of
1974 is amended—

(A) by striking out “1012, and"” and insert-
ing in lieu thereof “1012, the 20-day periods
referred to in paragraphs (1)}B) and (2)A)
of section 1013(c), the 60-day period re-
ferred to in section 1013(e) and”;

(B) by striking out “1012 during” and in-
serting in lieu thereof *“1012 or 1013
during’’;

(C) by striking out “of 45" and inserting in
lieu thereof “of the applicable number of”;

and

(D) by striking out “45-day period referred
to in paragraph (3) of this section and in
section 1012" and inserting in lieu thereof
“period or periods of time applicable under
such section”.

(2)(A) Section 1011 of such Act is further
amended—

(i) in paragraph (4) by striking out “1013"
and inserting in lieu thereof “1014”; and

(ii) in paragraph (5)—

(I) by striking out “1016" and inserting in
lieu thereof “1017"; and

(ii) by striking out “1017(b)(1)"” and insert-
ing in lieu thereof “1018(b)(1)".

(B) Section 1012 of such Act is amended—

(i) by striking out “1012 or 1013 each
place it appears and inserting in lieu thereof
“1012, 1013, or 1014";

(i) in subsection (bX1) by striking out
“1012" and inserting in lieu thereof “1012 or
1013";

(iii) in subsection (bX2) by striking out
“1%13" and inserting in lieu thereof ““1014";
an

(iv) in subsection (e}2)—

(I) by striking out “and" at the end of sub-
paragraph (A),

(II) by redesignating subparagraph (B) as
subparagraph (C),

(III) by striking out “1013"” in subpara-
graph (C) (as so redesignated), and

(IV) by inserting after subparagraph (A)
the following new subparagraph:

“(B) he has transmitted a special message
under section 1013 with respect to a pro-
posed rescission; and”.

(C) Section 1015 of such Act is amended
by striking out “1012 or 1013" each place it
appears and inserting in lieu thereof 1012,
1013, or 1014"".

(D) Section 1016 of such Act is amended
by striking out “or 1013(b)" and inserting in
lieu thereof *“, 1013(e), or 1014(b)"".

(E) Section 1012(b) of such Act is amend-
ed by adding at the end thereof the follow-
ing new sentence: “The preceding sentence
shall not apply to any item of budget au-
thority proposed by the President to be re-
scinded under this section that the Presi-
dent has also proposed to rescind under sec-
tion 1013 and with respect to which the 60-
day period referred to in subsection (e) of
such section has not expired.”.

(3) The table of sections for subpart B of
title X of the Congressional Budget and Im-
ggundment Control Act of 1974 is amend-

(A) by redesignating the items relating to
sections 1013 through 1017 as items relating
to sections 1014 through 1018; and

(B) by inserting after the item relating to
section 1012 the following new item:

“Sec. 1013. Expedited consideration of cer-
tain proposed rescissions.".
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SEC. 3. APPLICATION.

The amendments made by this section
shall apply to items of budget authority (as
defined in subsection (f)(1) of section 1013
of the Congressional Budget and Impound-
ment Control Act of 1974, as added by sec-
tion 2 of this Act) provided by appropriation
Acts (as defined in subsection (£)(3) of such
section) that become law after the date of
the enactment of this Act.

By Mr. DOLE for Mr. SPECTER
(for himself, Mr. CRANSTON,
Mr. SimMoN, Mr. BuMPERS, Mr.
MELCHER, Mr. WiLsoN, Mr.
DURENBERGER, Mr. PrYor, Mr.
HoLrings, Mr. MITcHELL, Mr.
CHAFEE, Mr. PELL, Mr. CHILES,
Mr. Sasser, Mr. CoHEN, Mr.
BoscEwiTz, Mr. ROCKEFELLER,
Mr. HaTcH, Mr. STAFFORD, Mr.
MoOYNIHAN, Mr. MATHIAS, Mr.
AspNor, Mr. DeConciNi, Mr.
LeviN, Mr. MURKOWSKI, Mr.
Heinz, Mrs. KAssesaUM, Mrs.
HAwkiINs, Mr. INOUYE, and Mr.
GLENN):

S.J. Res. 163. Joint resolution to des-
ignate July 16, 1985, as ‘“National
Atomic Veterans' Day"; ordered placed
on the calendar.

NATIONAL ATOMIC VETERANS' DAY

@ Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, today
I am introducing a joint resolution
commemorating July 16, 1985, Nation-
al Atomic Veterans’ day, on the 40th
anniversary of “Trinity,” the first det-
onation of a nuclear weapon. I believe
that such a resolution is an appropri-
ate way to recognize the need to honor
and to assist those veterans exposed to
hazardous ionizing radiation from
tests such as “Trinity.”

There is no question that many pa-
triotic individuals were exposed to ra-
diation resulting from nuclear weap-
ons detonations. Beginning in 1945,
and continuing until 1963, the United
States detonated some 235 nuclear
weapons in atmospheric tests conduct-
ed in the Pacific and the American
Southwest. The Department of De-
fense has estimated that approximate-
ly 250,000 American servicemen wit-
nessed and participated in these tests
or served in the occupation forces in
Hiroshima and Nagasaki immediately
following World War II.

Nuclear weapons testing was heavi-
est during the mid-1950's. At many
tests, 3,000-4,000 troops were posi-
tioned near detonator sites. At other
tests, units were marched or helicop-
tered to ground zero soon after the ex-
plosion and run through simulated
combat maneuvers, to test their psy-
chological and physical response to
the blast. In some instances, volunteer
service personnel were placed in open
trenches as close as 2,000 yards from
ground zero and, at one test, six volun-
teers stood at ground zero under an
airburst some 20,000 feet above them.

Having served their country, these
veterans returned to civilian life un-
aware of the potentially serious conse-
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quences of exposure. Now, 20 to 30
years later, we are beginning to see un-
usually high incidences of cancer and
other radiation-related degenerative
diseases among these veterans. A
study of approximately 3,000 veterans
of one 1957 test in Nevada, “Shot
Smoky,” conducted by the Center for
Disease Control, identified 11 cases of
leukemia. This finding was about
three times the expected normal rate.
Additionally, a very rare form of bone
marrow disease, polycythemia vera
[PV], was discovered at an alarmingly
high incidence rate of 10 times the ex-
pected normal rate among the
“Smoky” participants.

The nature of a radiation injury
poses a dilemma for the atomic veter-
an. Illnesses induced by radiation
often take years, even decades, to
become apparent. When they do sur-
face, they are often indistinguishable
from the same diseases induced by
nonradiation factors. Moreover, there
is no scientific consensus as to the re-
lationship between the level of radi-
ation exposure and subsequent health
problems. Such problems with medical
evidence have made it difficult for
atomic veterans to obtain care and
compensation from the Veterans' Ad-
ministration.

Aside from the problems arising
from the nature of radiation illness,
the Government itself is responsible
for the absence of some needed evi-
dence. The Government did not take
precise measurements of the radiation
doses received by the test participants.
Many were not given film badges
measuring radiation exposure. For
those few who were issued badges, the
badges only recorded gamma-ray expo-
sure; no measurements were taken to
exposure to radiation neutrons, alpha,
and beta rays. Until a limited study of
leukemia among one test group, begun
by the Center for Disease Control in
1977, the Government made no effort
to conduct medical follow-up tests of
participants and their offspring. Fur-
thermore, the Government did not
maintain systematic records of those
exposed. Of those records that were
maintained, many were destroyed in a
1977 military warehouse fire in St.
Louis.

Many bureaucratic rules and regula-
tions also beleaguer these atomic vet-
erans. The Feres doctrine exempts the
military from liability for injuries sus-
tained by service personnel in the
course of duty. Moreover, the Veter-
ans' Administration is virtually unique
among Federal agencies in that its de-
cisions are not subject to judicial
review.

Over the past 5 years, the plight of
the atomic veteran has received more
attention. Recognizing the patriotism
and dedication demonstrated by these
atomic veterans, it is imperative that
the U.S. Government continue to
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make every effort to resolve the issues
created by the exposure of atomic vet-
erans to ionizing radiation.

Although the radiation issue may
occupy many theoretical academic
forums, this problem is a very real one
for the atomic veterans. These veter-
ans are the living embodiment of a
technology which may be sapping
them of their vitality and longevity
and tampering with the gene pool of
their future generations.

The plight of the atomic veteran
may also have an effect on the armed
services of this country. Our success in
recruiting citizens for the Armed
Forces depends on our ability to con-
vince them that such service is worth-
while. Surely, by failing to assist those
veterans in their time of need, who
served faithfully in the past, we would
provide a negative recruiting advertise-
ment which would only hamper our ef-
forts to provide for this Nation’s de-
fense.

In commemorating this 40th anni-
versary of “Trinity” and in honoring
the National Atomic Veterans, we will
not be able to reverse the possible ill-
effects associated with exposure to
ionizing radiation during atmospheric
nuclear testing. Rather, this proclama-
tion should remind us of the need to
aid these patriotic veterans in their
time of need and it should also remind
our atomic veterans that our Nation
has not forgotten their contribution
toward the security and freedom that
we too easily take for granted.

Mr. President, I congratulate the
National Association of Atomic Veter-
ans for their diligent and productive
work on behalf of veterans.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the joint resolution be print-
ed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the joint
resolution was ordered to be printed in
the REcorb, as follows:

S.J. Res. 163

Whereas approximately two hundred and
fifty thousand veterans of the United
States, while serving in the active armed
services during the period beginning in 1945
and ending in 1963, witnessed and partici-
pated in at least two hundred and thirty-
five atmospheric nuclear weapons tests con-
ducted in the Pacific Ocean and the South-
western United States or served in Hiroshi-
ma or Nagasaki during the period of the oc-
cupation of Japan by the military forces of
the United States immediately following
World War II;

Whereas these Atomic Veterans patrioti-
cally served the Nation meeting the needs
of national defense during a critical period
in history;

Whereas the health of many of the
Atomic Veterans and of many of the natural
children of such veterans may have been ad-
versely affected by the exposure of such
veterans to ionizing radiation from the deto-
nation of atomic or nuclear weapons;

Whereas the Congress recognizes the pa-
triotism and dedication of the Atomic Veter-
ans and the importance of resolving the
issues arising from the problems caused by
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the exposure of the Atomic Veterans to ion-
izing radiation; and

Whereas July 16, 1985, is the anniversary
of “Trinity”, the first detonation of an
atomic weapon, which took place at Alamo-
gordo Air Force Base in New Mexico on July
16, 1945: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled, That July 16, 1985, is
designated as “National Atomic Veterans'
Day" and the President is authorized and
requested to issue a proclamation calling
upon all Federal, State, and local govern-
ment agencies and people of the United
States to observe the day with appropriate
programs, ceremonies, and activities.

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS

8. 15
At the request of Mr. Mo¥NIHAN, the
name of the Senate from Arizona [Mr.
DeConcini] was added as a cosponsor
of S. 15, a bill to authorize the Secre-
tary of Health and Human Services to
make grants to States for the purpose
of increasing the level of State and
local enforcement of State laws relat-
ing to production, illegal possession,
and transfer of controlled substances.
5. 84
At the request of Mr. INOUYE, the
name of the Senator from California
[Mr. CransTON] was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 84, a bill to incorporate
the Pearl Harbor Survivors Associa-
tion.
5. 402
At the request of Mr. PRESSLER, the
names of the Senator from Oregon
[Mr. Hatrierp] and the Senator from
Maryland [Mr. MaTHIAS] were added
as cosponsors of S. 402, a bill to amend
the Communications Act of 1934 to
provide for specialized equipment for
telephone service to certain disabled
persons.
8. 573
At the request of Mr. Gorg, the
names of the Senator from North
Dakota [Mr. Burpick], the Senator
from New Mexico [Mr. DomeNICI], the
Senator from Minnesota [Mr. DUREN-
BERGER], the Senator from Mississippi
[Mr. StennNis], and the Senator from
Tennessee [Mr. SassEr] were added as
cosponsors of 8. 573, a bill to amend
the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic
Act to prohibit the use of sulfiting
agents in certain foods, and for other
purposes.
5. 8656
At the request of Mr. MaTHIAS, the
name of the Senator from Maine [Mr.
MitcHELL] was added as a cosponsor of
S. 865, a bill to award special congres-
sional gold medals to Jan Scrugegs,
Robert Doubek, and Jack Wheeler.
8, 942
At the request of Mr. DANFORTH, the
name of the Senator from Iowa [Mr.
GRrassLEY] was added as a cosponsor of
S. 942, a bill to promote expansion of
international trade in telecommunica-
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tions equipment and services, and for
other purposes.
5. 944
At the request of Mr. HeLms, the
name of the Senator from South
Dakota [Mr. PREssLER] was added as a
cosponsor of S. 944, a bill to title II of
the Social Security Act to restrict the
payment of benefits to certain aliens.
8. 1032
At the request of Mr. DANFORTH, the
name of the Senator from South Caro-
lina [Mr. THURMOND] was added as a
cosponsor of S. 1032, a bill to establish
a commission to study amusement ride
safety, and for other purposes.
8. 1084
At the request of Mr. GOLDWATER,
the names of the Senator from Arkan-
sas [Mr. Pryorl], the Senator from
South Dakota [Mr. PressLER], and the
Senator from Alaska [Mr. STEVENS]
were added as cosponsors of S. 1084, a
bill to authorize appropriations of
funds for activities of the Corporation
for Public Broadcasting, and for other
purposes.
5. 1142
At the request of Mr. DoLg, the
name of the Senator from Washington
[Mr. Evans] was added as a cosponsor
of 8. 1142, a bill to improve and extend
certain domestic food assistance pro-
grams, and for other purposes.
8. 1153
At the request of Mr. D’AmaTO, the
names of the Senator from Nevada
[Mr. Laxarr] the Senator from Ten-
nessee [Mr. Sasser], and the Senator
from New Jersey [Mr. BRADLEY] were
added as cosponsors of S. 1153, a bill
to provide for the distribution within
the United States of the U.S. Informa-
tion Agency film entitled “Hal David:
Expressing a Feeling."”
5. 1298
At the request of Mr. MaTH1AS, the
names of the Senator from Pennsylva-
nia [Mr. Heinz], and the Senator from
Kansas [Mrs. KassesauMm] were added
as cosponsors of S. 1296, a bill to
amend the Immigration and National-
ity Act to modify the requirement for
naturalization of an understanding of
the English language.
8. 1305
At the request of Mr. TriBLE, the
name of the Senator from South Caro-
lina [Mr. THURMOND] was added as a
cosponsor of S. 1305, a bill to amend
title 18, United States Code, to estab-
lish criminal penalties for the trans-
mission by computer of obscene
matter, or by computer or other
means, of matter pertaining to the
sexual exploitation of children, and
for other purposes.
8.1312
At the request of Mr. PRESSLER, the
names of the Senator from New
Mexico [Mr. BincaMAN], and the Sena-
tor from North Dakota [Mr. ANDREWS]
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were added as cosponsors of S. 1312, a
bill to provide that the Federal Com-
munications Commission review the
proposed acquisition of television net-
works to ensure such acquisitions are
in the public interest, and for other
purposes.
5. 1337
At the request of Mr. Gogrg, the
name of the Senator from Tennessee
[Mr. Sasser] was added as a cosponsor
of S. 1337, a bill to direct the Adminis-
trator of Veterans' Affairs to establish
a national cemetery in Knoxville, TN.
8. 1414
At the request of Mr. BENSTEN, the
names of the Senator from Kansas
[Mr. DoLE]l, the Senator from Alaska
[Mr. Murkowski]l, and the Senator
from Nebraska [Mr. ZORINSKY] were
added as cosponsors of S. 1414, a bill
to provide additional funding and au-
thority for the Federal Bureau of In-
vestigation in order to improve the
counterterrorist capabilities of the
Bureau.
SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 141
At the request of Mr. Sasser, the
names of the Senator from Nebraska
[Mr. Zorinskyl, the Senator from
Idaho [Mr. Symms], the Senator from
Kansas [Mr. DoLE], the Senator from
Alaska [Mr. MurkowsK1], the Senator
from Maryland [Mr. SarsBanes], and
the Senator from West Virginia [Mr.
RockereELLER] were added as cospon-
sors of Senate Joint Resolution 141, a
joint resolution to designate the week
beginning May 18, 1986, as “National
Tourism Week."”
SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 155
At the request of Mr. PACKwooOD, the
names of the Senator from Utah [Mr.
HartcH], the Senator from Wisconsin
[Mr. KasTEN], the Senator from Cali-
fornia [Mr. CransToN], the Senator
from Maryland [Mr. SarBanes]l, the
Senator from Louisiana [Mr. JoHN-
sTon], the Senator from South Caroli-
na [Mr. THUrRMOND], the Senator from
North Dakota [Mr. Anprews], the
Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr.
Heinz], and the Senator from Wiscon-
sin [Mr. PrRoxMIRE] were added as co-
sponsors of Senate Joint Resolution
155, a joint resolution to designate the
month of November 1985 as “National
Hospice Month.”
SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 156
At the request of Mr., MURKOWSKI,
the names of the Senator from Nevada
[Mr. Hecut], the Senator from Wyo-
ming [Mr. SimpsoN], and the Senator
from South Carolina [Mr. THURMOND]
were added as cosponsors of Senate
Joint Resolution 156, a joint resolu-
tion authorizing a memorial to be
erected in the District of Columbia or
its environs.
SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 158
At the request of Mr. MURKOWSKI,
the name of the Senator from Ken-
tucky [Mr. Forp] was added as a co-
sponsor of Senate Joint Resolution
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158, a joint resolution designating Oc-
tober 1985 as “National Community
College Month.”

SENATE RESOLUTION 199—OP-
POSING A TAX ON THE
ANNUAL INCREASE IN THE
VALUE OF PERMANENT LIFE
INSURANCE

Mr. HEINZ (for himself, Mr. PRYOR,
Mr. MATSUNAGA, Mr. Symms, Mr. ARM-
STRONG, Mr. BENTSEN, Mrs. HAWKINS,
Mr. ZoriNsky, Mr. GRASSLEY, Mr.
WEICKER, Mr. ANDREwWS, Mr. BOREN,
Mr. JounsTON, Mr. Dopp, Mr. HARKIN,
Mr. TriBLE, Mr. HELMS, Mr. GARN, Mr.
PRESSLER, Mr. SPECTER, and Mr. Nick-
LES) submitted the following resolu-
tion; which was referred to the Com-
mittee on Finance:

S. Res. 169

Whereas the President of the United
States and the Congress are engaged in an
effort to reform the Tax Code to achieve
greater simplicity and fairness along with
lower marginal tax rates;

Whereas various proposals would impose a
tax on the annual increase in the value of
permanent life insurance policies either on
a current or prospective basis;

Whereas permanent life insurance policies
feature level premium payment plans which
allow policyholders to space the cost of
their insurance protection evenly over their
lifetime and cash values are simply a by-
product of this level premium feature;

Whereas a tax on the annual increase in
the value of permanent life insurance would
violate the basic tax principle that tax
should be imposed only on amounts actually
or constructively received, because life in-
surance policy cash values are not realized
until the policy is reduced or surrendered;

Whereas a tax on the annual increase in
the value of permanent life insurance would
substantially undercut the market for per-
manent life insurance, thereby diminishing
the capital provided to the economy by the
life insurance industry;

Whereas a tax on the annual increase in
the value of permanent life insurance would
discourage the purchase of adeguate
amounts of life insurance, would result in
an underinsured population, and would
therefore create pressure on the Federal
Government to provide more expensive
Government-funded economic protection;

Whereas a tax on the annual increase in
the value of permanent life insurance would
have its greatest impact on older policyhold-
ers whose income may have been reduced
because of retirement, and would therefore
be discriminatory against older and retired
Americans;

Whereas the Congress and the President
of the United States concluded less than
one year ago a complete revision of life in-
surance company and product taxation,
with Congress and the President having
reached agreement with each other and
with the industry on the appropriate tax
law applicable to the increase in the value
of permanent life insurance policies;

Whereas continued debate on, and scruti-
ny of, these recently settled issues could
chill the American public’s ability and
desire to purchase adequate life insurance
protection: Now therefore be it.

Resolved, That it is the sense of the
Senate any tax reform legislation adopted
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by the Senate should not impose a tax on
the annual increase in the value of perma-
nent life insurance.

@ Mr. HEINZ. Mr. President, today I
am resubmitting a resolution to ex-
press the sense of the Senate that the
final tax reform plan should not
impose a tax on the annual increase in
the value of permanent life insurance.
The administration’s tax reform pro-
posal released May 28 would not only
tax annual increases in the value of or-
dinary life insurance policies, which is
called inside buildup, but would also
treat borrowing against life insurance
policies not as loans which must be
paid back with interest, but as current
income taxable to policyholders.
Taxing life insurance in this manner
would be a radical departure from cur-
rent policy which recognizes taxable
income only in the event of actual or
constructive receipt. Annual increases
in the cash surrender value of whole
life insurance are not income to the
policyholder because he or she cannot
gain access to these moneys without
surrendering the contract in whole or
in part, thereby sacrificing the death
protection provided. Advocacy of such
a tax reflects a misunderstanding of
the nature and purpose of whole life
insurance. Whole life insurance is not
now and was never intended to be a
tax loophole. In fact, it predated the
income tax by about 200 years. The
concept of whole life insurance
evolved in 18th-century England be-
cause of wide-spread dissatisfaction
with term insurance, which could gen-
erally not be renewed beyond age 40.

To remedy this problem, whole life
was structured so that coverage with
level premiums could be provided over
the people’s lifetimes. Companies ac-
complished this by collecting higher
premiums than needed to cover the
risk of death in the early years, and in-
vesting the funds they accumulated.
Earnings on these investments made
level premiums possible. This system
enabled people of modest means to
provide for the economic security of
their families.

Taxing inside buildup would be un-
sound social and economic policy.
Many current and prospective policy-
holders would be forced either to sur-
render their contracts or to try to
make do with less insurance than they
need. The elderly would be hit the
hardest of all because the cash value
of whole life increases most rapidly in
old age so that the premium can stay
level. Taxes on this unrealized appre-
ciation would escalate steeply just
when people most need the insurance
they have paid for over 30 or more
years. Ironically, whole life would end
up with all of the disadvantages of
term insurance.

The U.S. economy is also likely to
suffer adverse consequences if inside
buildup is taxed. Aside from being a
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pillar of economic security to many
millions of average American families,
the assets which build up in whole life
policies to eventually fund death bene-
fits are a major source of capital for-
mation in our economy. In 1983 alone,
life insurance contributed $56.6 billion
to U.S. capital markets including Gov-
ernment securities, corporate stocks
and bonds, public utility railroads
bonds, and real properties of all kinds.

Any temptation by wealthy individ-
uals to abuse the system by disguising
tax-sheltered investments as life insur-
ance was effectively removed by this
Congress just last summer as part of
the Deficit Reduction Act of 1984. The
comprehensive life insurance tax
reform provisions contained in that
legislation were the result of over 2
years of intensive study. After careful
deliberation, Congress saw no need to
change the taxation of life insurance
products any further.

Mr. President, the Senate should not
be fooled by the administration’s pro-
posal to grandfather all existing poli-
cies. The effect of this proposal would
be to kill the ordinary whole life insur-
ance policy as a product without even
a prospect of raising any revenue. By
exempting existing policies, there will
be no significant inside buildup to tax
until new policies have been in exist-
ence for at least 5 years; if I am cor-
rect that this tax will kill the product,
future revenue expectations will not
be realized. I cannot believe that this
Senate will condone such an action.

In light of these facts, the cospon-
sors of this resolution seriously ques-
tion whether any worthwhile tax
reform goal would be served by taxing
inside buildup. The income of 61 per-
cent of those who own life insurance is
less than $25,000 per year. These are
the very people who already pay their
fair share of taxes and can least afford
either the increased costs which would
accompany the enactment of such a
proposal, or the consequences of inad-
equate coverage.

Finally, Mr. President, as chairman
of the Senate Special Committee on
Aging, I am particularly concerned by
the fact that this new tax is directed
against older people. Cash values on
life insurance increase with age and do
so most significantly in the years after
retirement. Therefore, the taxes
would go up as a person grows older
and rise sharply for the oldest. Simply
put, the older the individual, the
higher the tax

This represents a radical departure
from longstanding Government poli-
cies that work to benefit older persons
whenever possible. If we enact this
proposal we would limit rather than
enhance people’s ability to provide fi-
nancial protection for their families’
financial self-reliance and would, I be-
lieve, place even greater demands
upon Social Security and other social
Programs.
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Mr. President, I will not dwell, at
length, on the other costs this short-
sighted proposal could inflict, such as
the long-range hidden costs placed on
social service and welfare programs of
the Federal Government to provide
what individuals have heretofore been
able to provide for themselves. It
should be obvious that Government
programs to replace the individual ini-
tiatives which have been recognized
and encouraged since the earliest days
of the Tax Code would be a far more
costly alternative in the long run.

For all these reasons, Mr. President,
I urge all our colleagues to join in
sponsoring this resolution.e
® Mrs. HAWKINS. Mr. President the
resolution we have submitted ex-
presses the sense of the Senate that
any tax reform legislation enacted
should not tax increases in the value
of life insurance as current income to
the policyholder.

This resolution addresses one of the
more controversial provisions included
in the wave of tax reform proposals. A
provision that marks a radical depar-
ture from current tax policy in which
gains are only taxed when they are re-
alized.

Mr. President, I believe it is clear
that tax reform is going to be a major
issue during this session of Congress.
However, I want to be sure that it does
not include the unfair taxing of in-
creases in the value of life insurance
as current income to the policyholder.
It is an ill-advised proposal and one
that I believe would render severe
harm to low-income Americans,
middle-income Americans and espe-
cially to the elderly.

I was, quite frankly, shocked to
learn that the tax reform proposals
would include this outrageous provi-
sion. Whole life insurance was formu-
lated in response to the need for af-
fordable life insurance. It is structured
so that premiums remain level over
the duration of the policy. This is ac-
complished by collecting higher premi-
ums than needed to cover the risk of
death in the early years, and investing
the difference. Earnings on these in-
vestments fund the eventual death
benefit without raising costs to the
policyholders as they age. This has al-
lowed millions of Americans to make
adequate provisions for their families’
financial security—a wise goal that we
should encourage, not discourage.

One of the goals of tax reform is to
estimate some of the giveaways in the
Tax Code for the wealthy so that ev-
eryone is paying their fair share. Who
will be affected if this particular provi-
sion is included in final passage of a
tax reform bill? Wealthy investors?
High paid executives? No. It will be
the schoolteachers, the farmers, and
the grocery clerks that will bear the
harsh brunt of this draconian propos-
al. Life insurance is primarily a
middle-class benefit, and is not a tax
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shelter for the rich. According to the
American Council of Life Insurance
Companies, more than 60 percent of
ordinary life policies purchased in the
United States in 1983 involved in-
sureds with incomes below $25,000.

I am particularly concerned with the
impact this will have on the elderly es-
pecially those on fixed incomes. If tax
reform is passed and includes the tax-
ation of the cash buildup in life insur-
ance policies, whole life insurance will
be a less desirable purchase. Many
might, alternatively, let their policies
lapse, and would then be dangerously
left without adequate protection. The
obvious consequence would eventually
be a greater demand on the Social Se-
curity System and other forms of Gov-
ernment assistance. Mr. President, this
proposal is nothing less than an age-
indexed tax, and thus a punishment
that increases with each year an indi-
vidual lives.

Whole life insurance is recognized as
a valuable tool in providing for a fami-
ly’s financial independence. To enact a
tax reform proposal that includes this
type of taxation would limit, rather
than enhance, financial self-reliance
and would run contrary to the goals
that I try to pursue in this Chamber. I
have no intention of penalizing consci-
entious Americans who have worked
hard all their lives and made a deci-
sion to provide for their families’
future. The proposal to tax the cash
buildup in life insurance policies is a
dangerous proposal. It would be bad
public policy and is totally unaccept-
able to this Senator.

I urge my colleagues to carefully
consider my comments and the ramifi-
cations of changing the fundamental
and historically sound concept of
whole life insurance, and join us in
supporting this resolution.e

NOTICES OF HEARINGS

COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, NUTRITION, AND
FORESTRY

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I wish to
announce that the Committee on Agri-
culture, Nutrition, and Forestry will
hold a hearing on S. 1418, the Tobacco
Improvement Act of 1985.

The hearing is scheduled for
Monday, July 22, 1985, at 10 a.m. in
room 328-A, Russell Senate Office
Building.

For further information on this
hearing, please call the committee at
224-2035.

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES
TO MEET

SUBCOMMITTEE ON REGIONAL AND COMMUNITY
DEVELOPMENT

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent the Subcommittee

on Regional! and Community Develop-

ment, of the Committee on Environ-
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ment and Public Works, be authorized
to meet during the session of the
Senate on Monday, July 15, in order to
conduct a hearing on the programs
and policies of the Tennessee Valley
Authority.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS

SULFITE BAN

® Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I want to
take this opportunity to congratulate
Commissioner Frank Young of the
Food and Drug Administration for
acting on a serious health problem
facing many Americans.

On March 5, 1985, I introduced S.
573, the Sulfite Safety Act, to impose
a partial ban on the use of food pre-
servatives called sulfites. These pre-
servatives have been linked to at least
six deaths, including one 2 weeks ago
in California. At least a half million
Americans are sensitive to sulfites and
may suffer severe reactions from sul-
fite-treated foods. Besides the severity
of the reactions they provoke, sulfites
pose a special threat because they are
tasteless, odorless, and invisible and
are pervasively used at all levels in the
food distribution chain.

I introduced S. 573 because the Food
and Drug Administration, which is em-
powered to regulate food additives
such as sulfites, had failed to protect
the public health against this danger-
ous preservative. The agency first
learned about the hazards of sulfites 3
years ago when the first sulfite-related
death occurred. But until last week, no
significant action had been planned by
the FDA to curb the risks sulfites
pose, despite the fact that the agency
has learned of numerous sulfite-linked
tragedies and has been advised by an
FDA-created panel of experts to ban
certain uses of the substance.

Last week FDA Commissioner
Young signed a proposal to ban sul-
fites on fruits and vegetables which
are to be served in their raw form to
consumers, and I understand that he
is considering a companion proposal to
ban sulfites on potatoes sold for cook-
ing. The purpose of these proposals is
nearly identical to that behind 8. 573.

Mr. President, I am speaking today
to congratulate Dr. Young for taking
this important step to regulate the use
of sulfites, and I strongly urge him to
sign the proposal addressing the use of
sulfites on potatoes.

Unfortunately, the FDA’s proposal
does not seal the fate of sulfites on
fresh produce, since the regulatory
process requires further scrutiny. Cur-
rently, the proposal is in the hands of
Secretary Heckler, and if she chooses
to sign it, as I hope she will, the docu-
ment must then be approved by the
Office of Management and Budget and
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then published in the Federal Register
for public notice and comment. The
FDA may make changes in its propos-
al based on the comments which are
obtained.

Sulfites have created an urgent
public health problem that has been
permitted to continue unabated for
several years. It is imperative that the
Department of Health and Human
Services and the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget recognize the true
threat of sulfites and approve the
FDA proposal without delay. In addi-
tion, if the FDA document is not al-
tered by HHS or OMB, I urge the
FDA to consider waiving the period of
notice and comment since the sulfite
issue and this particular solution have
been discussed and studied extensive-
ly.
I still believe that S. 573 should
become law, and I urge my colleagues
to join me in supporting the bill. The
lives of too many people are at stake
to take a chance that the regulatory
process might stall.

I am gratified, however, that the
FDA has taken a significant step
toward protecting our citizens and I
hope that the other agencies involved
will follow suit.e

INDIANA CONFERENCE OF
HIGHER EDUCATION

® Mr. QUAYLE. Mr. President, I
would like to bring to the attention of
my colleagues a report that has been
prepared by the Indiana Conference of
Higher Education [ICHE], a group
representing all of the colleges and
universities in Indiana, on the reau-
thorization of the Higher Education
Act [HEA].

The Higher Education Act is due to
be reauthorized by the Congress, and
the Education Subcommittee, of
which I am a member, will begin hold-
ing hearings soon on the act. In prepa-
ration of these hearings and in prepa-
ration of the reauthorization process, I
asked the ICHE to review the Federal
higher education and Student Aid Pro-
grams and to let me know what their
positions on them are. As a result of
this request, the ICHE, consisting of
39 college and university presidents,
formed 11 task forces, with a total of
170 individuals to review each title of
the Higher Education Act and to make
its recommendations. The task forces
spent many hours on this project, and
the final result is an excellent one.
The recommendations that have been
prepared by the ICHE are comprehen-
sive and represent a unified position of
all of the colleges, public and private,
in the State. This document is truly
unique in that every college supports
the recommendations, and there is
complete unity between the public and
private sectors on issues that are often
times extremely divisive.
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I have sent a copy of this report to a
number of people on the Hill including
the members of the Labor and Human
Resources Committee, members of the
Senate Appropriations Committee, my
fellow Senator from Indiana, the
members of the House Education and
Labor Committee, members of the
House Appropriations Committee, and
the Indiana House delegation. I have
also shared it with a number of the
higher education associations. If
anyone is interested in receiving a
copy of this report, I would be happy
to share one with them.

To assist in explaining the recom-
mendations of the ICHE, I have at-
tached a copy of the executive summa-
ry of the report, and I ask that it be
printed in the RECORD.

Again, I want to express my thanks
to all of the 170 individuals who assist-
ed in putting this project together and
for doing such an excellent job.

The summary follows:

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR REAUTHORIZATION OF
THE HiGcHER EpvucaTION AcCT OF 1965

PURPOSE

The Higher Education Act of 1965 has
provided more than $400 million for higher
education in the State of Indiana. Since the
Act is now undergoing Congressional review,
the Indiana Conference of Higher Educa-
tion, a Conference comprised of the public
and independent colleges and universities in
the State of Indiana, undertook a study to
assist Congress in the reauthorization of the
Act. The study provides consensus on rec-
ommendations based on careful analysis of
existing programs and projected needs,

THE STUDY GROUP

Task forces composed of experts from the
public and independent colleges and univer-
sities in the State of Indiana addressed each
of the Titles in the Act. Over 170 individuals
were invovled in the year-long process to
bring about the single, informed testimony
this report presents.

SCOFE OF THE REPORT

Presently, much of the nation’s attention
is focused on student assistance. In this cat-
egory alone, billions of dollars are expended
each year throughout the nation. The
report places primary emphasis in student
aid, while also turning the spotlight on
other areas dealing with buildings and
equipment, faculty, libraries, and programs.

STUDENT ASSISTANCE

Perhaps the most detailed analysis of the
issues involved with the reauthorization is
that which relates to Title IV, the major
federal student-aid programs. Although sev-
eral months of further deliberations lie
ahead and unknown political considerations
are yet to be faced, the Title IV Task Force
addressed major issues it felt were impor-
tant at this time. It did not feel that it
would be appropriate at this early stage of
reauthorization to deal specifically with
every possible item in the law, but rather to
suggest some general directions.

One of the most difficult problems has
been the uncertainty created by constantly
changing rules and regulations and by
delays experienced in promulgating them.
Although programs will always require up-
dating, there is an equally important need
for stability so that proper planning by all
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those involved—including families, aid ad-
ministrators, and agency officials—can be
achieved.

Headlines about loan defaults and pro-
gram abuses sell newspapers and anger the
citizenry. These kinds of problems must
indeed be addressed and reduced; however,
they are not representative nor are they so
extensive that they require the elimination
of any program. Better ways to administer
the programs as they are currently config-
ured must be found, not only because stabil-
ity is needed, but more especially because
they do work and they do provide substan-
tial benefits.

How, then, can a better job be done while
achieving some savings? Where programs
lack firm meaning and direction, there need
to be ways to bring the program back to the
goals upon which they were originally legis-
lated. If some problems can be corrected by
additional and more comprehensive efforts,
such as by more complete verification proce-
dures, then these efforts must be undertak-
en. If considerable savings can be achieved
by requiring a needs analysis for all appli-
cants in the Guaranteed Student Loan
(GSL) program and by modestly reducing
the special allowance paid to lenders, then
these measures must be implemented. On
the other hand, loan limits have not been
adjusted for over a decade, while education-
al costs have risen dramatically. Annual and
aggregate GSL limits should be increased to
provide students with the means of helping
themselves.

However, the report advocates that in
finding the right approach to these issues,
the quick and simplistic approach suggested
by the use of absolute income ceilings, block
grants, centralized program administration,
and other such concepts must be avoided.
The need to be efficient and consistent must
be weighed carefully against the need to be
fair and sensitive to the individual. Common
sense and balance must be employed in all
of the solutions

Defining the independent student Iis
indeed a very difficult issue, but one which
can no longer afford to be deferred. The
definition must be one which is easily verifi-
able yet sensitive to the many nontradition-
al college-age students now in postsecondary
education. The problem must be addressed
within the greater perspective which at-
tempts to reemphasize the primary role of
the family in planning and providing for the
financing of educational costs.

As society has increased in complexity,
the intense, in-depth education characteris-
tic of graduate programs has increasingly
become a necessity. The demand for people
with the skills conferred by post-baccalaure-
ate education will increase, and increased
government support for graduate education
therefore needs to be provided.

A partnership approach is needed for
achieving the above goals: Incentives to
plan and provide for college costs must be
provided; families must contribute to the
extent they are capable; students must be
encouraged to do the same; and finally, in-
stitutions, organizations, and government
agencies must attempt to supplement re-
maining needs. The best investment in the
nation’s future and security is a well-educat-
ed citizenry.

BUILDINGS AND EQUIPMENT

The nation’s colleges and universities are
in critical need of federal assistance to
maintain their academic facilities. Laborato-
ries and related equipment especially need
modernization. Federal funding should be
available for the repair and rehabilitation of
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existing equipment and facilities where eco-
nomically feasible, and for replacement
where renovation or repair is not feasible,
Only an integrated program of grants,
loans, and interest subsidies for privately
negotiated loans can assure that the na-
tion's classrooms will be efficient learning
places, and that the nation’s college and
university laboratories will make available
the equipment needed to train tomorrow’s
scientists.

FACULTY

The report emphasizes that there is a sig-
nificant need to maintain the attractiveness
of the collegiate teaching profession. This
must be accomplished in order to face the
increased economic pressures from business,
government, and industry, and by providing
research support and enhanced opportuni-
ties for collegial cooperation.

International education and the financial
assistance needed to maintain and develop
personnel critical to programs of instruction
must be supported. Faculty seminars in
international studies which serve to keep
faculty knowledge current and to encourage
the development of new curricula adjusted
to changes in world affairs and internation-
al conditions must be supported.

The Fund for the Improvement of Post-
secondary Education (FIPSE) needs con-
tined support because it has served as a ve-
hicle by which higher education has met
changing societal needs through innovative
projects.

LIBRARIES

Academic libraries are facing heightened
pressure to provide information, not only to
their own academic communities, but also to
citizens of the larger community. Fulfilling
these needs will become more difficult and
more important as the half-life of informa-
tion declines and as society moves toward an
information-intensive base, Funding for re-
search libraries should be strengthened so
that the integrity of their vast resources can
be preserved. Funds should also be made
available to libraries for aid in implement-
ing new information-handling technologies.

Additional, careful consideration needs to
be given to libraries falling below the
median in materials expenditures and vol-
umes held per student.

PROGRAMS

Adult learners and other nontraditional
students will compose a larger proportion of
students in higher eduation. Their educa-
tional desires, co-curricular interests, and
learning modalities differ substantially from
those of more traditional students. Studies
of the needs of these students must be
funded, and applications of these studies
must be made if institutions of higher edu-
cation are to continue to serve those who
can benefit from their services.

Cooperative-education programs should be
encouraged, to assure that these economi-
cally relevant, experimental enterprises
remain available and to foster close linkages
between the institutions of higher educa-
tion and the institutions of the private
sector.

The training of teachers for elementary
and secondary schools must continue to
enjoy & high priority among Department of
Education programs. Other programs,
which foster communication among the
smaller institutions of higher education and
which provide modest amounts of risk cap-
ital for innovative projects not otherwise
fundable, also merit careful consideration.e
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TENNESSEAN ELECTED PRESI-
DENT OF SOCIETY OF WOMEN
ENGINEERS

® Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, I would
like to congratulate Susan K. Whatley
of the Oak Ridge National Laboratory
in Tennessee on her recent election as
the national president of the Society
of Women Engineers. She assumed
her new position at the society’s na-
tional convention at Minneapolis, MN,
in late June.

I ask that the text of her profession-
al and society experience be printed in
the RECORD.

The text follows:

MEET THE SOCIETY OF WOMEN ENGINEERS
F1scAL YEAR 1986 NATIONAL PRESIDENT

Sussan was awarded the Distinguished New
Engineer Award from SWE in 1983, was se-
lected to receive the Woman of Achieve-
ment Award from the University of Tennes-
see (UT) in 1983, and was awarded the H.L.
Weisberg Award from UT in 1976. She is a
member of the American Institute of Chem-
ical Engineers, American Nuclear Society,
Tau Beta Pi, Phi Kappa Pi, and Alpha
Lamda Delta. In addition, she serves on the
Board of the Ridgeview Psychiatric Hospital
and Center, and is a member of the Altrusa
Club.

Susan’s major goals for FY 86 are:

A smooth transition for the Executive
Committee organizational structure to the
new Board of Directors structure;

Membership growth and retention;

Effective utilization of Headquarters sup-
port staff and volunteers;

Increased member services,

Stabilization of administrative changes
and channelling SWE's resources to meet
the Society’s objectives.

She has served the Society well since join-
ing it in 1977 as first a member then Chair
of the National Statistics Committee, twice
Chair of the National Student Affairs Com-
mittee, Smoky Mountain Section President
and Representative to the Council of Sec-
tions, National Executive Committee Direc-
tor for Student Affairs, National Second
Vice President, and this past year as Nation-
al First Vice President.e@

PROPOSED ARMS SALES

@ Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, section
36(b) of the Arms Export Control Act
requires that Congress receive prior
notification of proposed arms sales
under that act in excess of $50 million
or, in the case of major defense equip-
ment as defined in the act, those in
excess of $14 million. Upon such noti-
fication, the Congress has 30 calendar
days during which the sale may be re-
viewed. The provision stipulates that,
in the Senate, the notification of pro-
posed sales shall be sent to the chair-
man of the Foreign Relations Commit-
tee.

In keeping with the committee’s in-
tention to see that such information is
available to the full Senate, I ask to
have printed in the Recorp at this
point the notifications which have
been received. The classified annexes
referred to in several of the covering
letters are available to Senators in the
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office of the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee, room SD-423.
The notifications follow:
DEFENSE SECURITY ASSISTANCE AGENCY,
Washington, DC, June 21, 1985.

In reply refer to: I-02691/85.

Hon. RicHARD C. LUGAR,
Chairman, Committee on Foreign Relations,
Washington, DC.

Dear MR. CHAIRMAN: Pursuant to the re-
porting requirements of section 36(b) of the
Arms Export Control Act, we are forward-
ing herewith Transmittal No. 85-42 and
under separate cover the classified annex
thereto. This Transmittal concerns the De-
partment of the Army's proposed Letter of
Offer to Thailand for defense articles and
services estimated to cost $21 million. Short-
1y after this letter is delivered to your office,
we plan to notify the news media of the un-
classified portion of this Transmittal.

Sincerely,
PHILIP C. GAST,
Director.

[Transmittal No. 85-42]

NoTicE oF PROPOSED ISSUANCE OF LETTER OF
OFFER PURSUANT TO SECTION 36(b) OF THE
ArmMs ExporT CONTROL ACT
(i) Prospective purchaser: Thailand.

(ii) Total estimated value:
Million

Major defense equipment !.................. $16
Other 5

Total 21

' As defined in Section 47(6) of the Arms Export
Control Act.

(iii) Description of articles or services of-
fered: Two AN/TPQ-37 PFirefinder radar
systems with ancillary and support equip-
ment.

(iv) Military department: Army (VLS).

(v) Sales commission, fee, etc., paid, of-
fered, or to be paid: None.

(vi) Sensitivity of technology contained in
the defense articles or defense services pro-
posed to be sold: See Annex under separate
cover.

(vii) Section 28 report: Case not included
in section 28 report.

(viii) Date report delivered to Congress:
June 21, 1985,

PoLicY JUSTIFICATION
THAILAND—AN/TPQ-37 RADAR SYSTEMS

The Government of Thailand has request-
ed the purchase of a quantity of two AN/
TPQ-37 FIREFINDER radar systems with
ancillary and support equipment at an esti-
mated cost of $21 million.

This sale will contribute to the foreign
policy and national security objectives of
the United States by helping to improve the
security of Thailand, an ally which is an im-
portant force for peace and regional stabili-
ty in Southeast Asia. This sale will also con-
tribute to maintaining the current balance
within the region.

The purchase of the radars with ancillary
and support equipment will provide the
Thai ground forces with an automated capa-
bility for locating hostile artillery. As such,
it will enhance the effectiveness of Thai
counter-battery fire.

The sale of this equipment and support
will not affect the basic military balance in
the region.

The prime contractor will be the Hughes
&m:rutt Corporation of Fullerton, Califor-

a.

Implementation of this sale will require
the assignment of seven additional U.S.
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Government personnel for one month and
one contractor representative for one year
to Thailand.

There will be no adverse impact on U.S.
defense readiness as a result of this sale.
DEFENSE SECURITY ASSISTANCE AGENCY,

Washington, DC, July 8, 1985.
In reply refer to: I-03620/85¢ct.
Hon. RIcHARD C. LUGAR,
Chairman, Committee on Foreign Relalions,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Pursuant to the re-
porting requirements of Section 36(b) of the
Arms Export Control Act, we are forward-
ing herewith Transmittal No. 85-44 and
under separate cover the classified annex
thereto. This Transmittal concerns the De-
partment of the Air Force's proposed Letter
of Offer to Singapore for defense articles
and services estimated to cost $280 million.
Shortly after this letter is delivered to your
office, we plan to notify the news media of
the unclassified portion of this Transmittal.

Sincerely,
PHILIP C. GasT,
Director.

[Transmittal No. 85-44]

NoTicE oF PROPOSED ISSUANCE OF LETTER OF
OFFER PURSUANT TO SECTION 36(b) OF THE
Arms ExPoRT CONTROL ACT
(i) Prospective purchaser: Singapore.

(ii) Total estimated value:

Million

$130
150

Total 280

1 As defined in section 47(6) of the Arms Export
Control Act.

(iii) Description of articles or services of-
fered: Eight F-16 A/B aircraft with govern-
ment-furnished aeronautical and avionics
equipment for installation during produc-
tion, aircraft spares, support equipment,
and training.

(iv) Military department: Air Force (SDA
and YFA, Amendment 1 on each case).

(v) Sales commission, fee, ete, paid, of-
fered, or agreed to be paid: none.

(vi) Sensitivity of technology contained in
the defense articles or defense services pro-
posed to be sold: See annex under separate
cover.

(vil) Section 28 report: Included in report
for quarter ending 31 December 1983.

(viii) Date report delivered to Congress:
July 8, 1985.

Major defense equipment !......ccceceeens
er

PoLIicy JUSTIFICATION

SINGAPORE—AMEND AIRCRAFT CONFIGURATION
FROM THE F-16/70 TO THE F-16A/B

In January 1985, the Government of
Singapore (GOS) signed two Letters of
Offer and Acceptance (LOAs); one for eight
F-16/79 aircraft with associated support
equipment and the other LOA for pilot and
maintenance . GOS8 now requests
amendments to these LOAs to purchase the
F-16A/B instead of the F-16/79 aircraft,
fe., the Pratt and Whitney (PW) F100
engine instead of the General Electric J79
engine. The estimated cost is $280 million.

This proposed amendment will contribute
to the foreign policy and national security
objectives of the United States by helping
to improve the security of a friendly coun-
try which is a continuing force for peace
and regional stability in Southeast Asia.
Singapore's strategic location astride the
narrow entrance to the Strait of Malacca
commands the primary route between the
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Indian and Pacific Oceans, one of the
world's busiest waterways. Through this
strait passes the bulk of West to East tanker
traffic from the oil rich Middle-East. Sale of
the F-16A/B to Singapore would support
United States’ security objectives by im-
proving Singapore’s capability to defend
itself, promoting closer ties between Singa-
pore and the United States, and permitting
Singapore to play a greater role in regional
defense.

Recognizing that its small size could make
Singapore a target of aggression, Singa-
pore’s defense strategy has been to make it
clear that an attack would be unprofitably
expensive. The F-16A/B will modernize the
Republic of Singapore Air Force's (RSAF)
aging fighter force and improve its capabil-
ity to counter the present and projected re-
gional threats. The F-16A/B will provide
the RSAF with the opportunity to train a
cadre of pilots and technicians in the oper-
ation and maintenance of a technically so-
phisticated aircraft,

The sale of this equipment and support
will not affect the basic military balance in
the region.

The prime contractor for the F-16A/B
program will continue to be the General Dy-
namics Corporation of Fort Worth, Texas.
The F100 engine covered in this amendment
will be purchased by the U.S. Government
from Pratt and Whitney and will be provid-
ed as government furnished equipment to
General Dynamics Corporation.

Implementation of this amendment will
not change the requirement for assignment
of six contractor personnel and one U.S.
Government representative to Singapore.

There will be no adverse impact on U.S.
defense readiness as a result of this sale.
DEFENSE SECURITY ASSISTANCE AGENCY,

Washington, DC, June 26, 1985.
In reply refer to: I-03304/85.
Hon. RicHARD C. LUGAR,
Chairman, Committee on Foreign Relations,
Washington, DC.

Dear MRr. CHAIRMAN: Pursuant to the re-
porting requirements of section 36(b) of the
Arms Export Control Act, we are forward-
ing herewith Transmittal No. 85-43 and
under separate cover the classified annex
thereto. This Transmittal concerns the De-
partment of the Army’s proposed Letter of
Offer to the Coordination Council for North
American Affairs for defense articles and
services estimated to cost $94 million. Short-
1y after this letter is delivered to your office,
we plan to notify the news media of the un-
classified portion of this Transmittal.

Sincerely,
PHILIP C. GAsT,
Director.

[Transmittal No. 85-43]

NoTice or PROPOSED ISSUANCE OF LETTER OF
OrFER PURSUANT TO SECTION 36(b) OF THE
Arms ExrorT CONTROL ACT
(1) Prospective purchaser: Coordination

Council for North American Affairs

(CCNAA) pursuant to Public Law 96-8.

(ii) Total estimated value:
Million

Major Defense Equipment ! ......cccocvenn $29

Other 65

Total 94
1 As defined in section 47(8) of the Arms Export

Control Act.

(iil) Description of articles or services of-
fered:: Two hundred sixty-two MIM-T72F
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Chaparral missiles, 16 launchers with vehi-
cles, training, and concurrent spare parts.

(iv) Military Department: Army (YHS).

(v) Sales commission, fee, etc., paid, of-
fered, or agreed to be paid: None.

(vi) Sensitivity of technology contained in
the defense articles or defense services pro-
posed to be sold: See annex under separate
Cover,

(vii) Section 28 report: Case not included
in section 28 report.

(viii) Date report delivered to Congress:
June 26, 1985.

PoLICcY JUSTIFICATION

COORDINATION COUNCIL POR NORTH AMERICAN
AFFAIRS—MIM-T72F CHAPARRAL MISSILES

The Coordination Council for North
American Affairs has requested the pur-
chase of 262 MIM-T72F CHAPARRAL mis-
siles, 16 launchers with vehicles, training,
and concurrent spare parts. The estimated
cost is $94 million.

The proposed sale of these defense arti-
cles and services is consistent with United
States law and policy, as expressed in Pubic
Law 96-8.

These missiles will be used to complement
Taiwan's longer range NIKE-HERCULES
and I-HAWK systems by providing for the
point defense of critical military targets as
replacement for obsolete M42 gun systems
that have reached the end of their service
lives. Taiwan has deployed the I-CHAPAR-
RAL system aboard its naval vessels and has
previously order a similar quantity for use
by its ground forces. Taiwan will have no
difficulty absorbing these additional mis-
siles into its armed forces.

The sale of this equipment and support
will not affect the basic military balance in
this region.

The prime contractor will be Ford Aero-
space and Communications Corporation of
Newport Beach, California.

Implementation of this sale will not re-
quire the assignment of any additional U.S.
Government personnel to Taiwan; however,
three contractor representatives will be re-
quired in Taiwan for two months.

There will be no adverse impact on U.S.
defense readiness as result of this sale.@

SOCIETY OF WOMEN ENGI-
NEERS ACHIEVEMENT AWARD
TO DR. SUSAN WU

® Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, I would
like to congratulate and honor Dr.
Susan Wu of the University of Tennes-
see Space Institute at Tullahoma. In
the 1960's Dr. Wu and other scientists
and engineers came together to devel-
op an energy technology, magnetohy-
drodynamics, commonly known as
MHD. In 1981, Dr. Wu became admin-
istrator of the project, and today she
is considered one of the leading ex-
perts on MHD technology. Dr. Wu was
recently awarded the Society of
Women Engineers 1985 Achievement
Award for her outstanding MHD re-
search.

The promise of MHD is great. An
MHD powerplant will burn coal clean-
ly and will be more efficient than con-
ventional coal burning electric power-
plants. MHD means clean, inexpensive
electric energy based on coal, our most
abundant energy resource. The value
of such technology is inestimable.
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I ask that the full text of Dr. Wu's
Society of Women Engineers 1985
Achievement Award citation by print-
ed in the RECORD.

The text follows:

SWE 1885 ACHIEVEMENT AWARD

The Society of Women Engineers (SWE)
Achievement Award, granted annually since
1952, honors a woman engineer of outstand-
ing achievement. Nominations are not re-
stricted to SWE members and are solicited
from industry, government and education.

This year we are proud to announce that
the Society of Women Engineers’ highest
honer, the Achievement Award, is to be be-
stowed upon Ying-Chu Lin (Susan) Wu.

Dr. Wu is Professor of Aerospace Engi-
neering and Administrator of the Energy
Conversion Research and Development Pro-
grams at the University of Tennessee Space
Institute (UTSI). She received her B.S.
degree in Mechanical Engineering from the
National Taiwan University, her M.S.
degree in Aeronautical Engineering from
the Ohio State University and her Ph.D. in
Aeronautics from California Institute of
Technology.

She has been the recipient of numerous
awards ... AIAA Tennessee Section H.H.
Arnold Award in 1984, The University of
Tennessee Women of Achievement Award
in 1983, The University of Tennessee Chan-
cellor's Research Award in 1978, Outstand-
ing Educators of America Award in 1973 and
1975, The Institute of Aerospace Sciences
Best Scholastic Award at Caltech in 1962
and is the first three time recipient of the
xi\;légl.la Earhart Fellowship (1958, 1959,

).

Dr. Wu is an Associate Fellow of the
American Institute of Aeronautics and As-
tronautics (ATIAA), a member of the Ameri-
can Society of Mechanical Engineers
(ASME) and the Society of Sigma Xi. She
now joins the prestigious list of honorary
members of the Society of Women Engi-
neers.

The citation on Dr. Wu's award reads as
follows: “For fundamental research in elec-
trofluid dynamics of MHD and outstanding
service as educator and administrator.”

Dr. Wu will receive her award at the Soci-
ety of Women Engineers Achievement
Award Banquet to be held Saturday, June
29, 1985 at the AMFAC hotel in Minneapo-
lis, Minnesota during the 1985 SWE Nation-
al Convention/National Student Confer-
ence.

In addition to the plaque and honorary
membership to be bestowed on Dr. Wu, she
will receive an engraved Steuben Bowl pre-
sented by Corning Glass Works as & memen-
to of this memorable occasion.e

ADVANCE NOTIFICATION
PROPOSED ARMS SALES

@ Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, section
36(b) of the Arms Export Control Act
requires that Congress receive advance
notification of proposed arms sales
under that act in excess of $50 million
or, in the case of major defense equip-
ment as defined in the act, those in
excess of $14 million. Upon receipt of
such notification, the Congress has 30
calendar days during which the sale
may be reviewed. The provision stipu-
lates that, in the Senate, the notifica-
tion of proposed sales shall be sent to
the chairman of the Committee on
Foreign Relations.

July 15, 1985

Pursuant to an informal understand-
ing, the Department of Defense has
agreed to provide the committee with
a preliminary notification 20 days
before transmittal of the official noti-
fication. The official notification will
be printed in the ReEcorp in accord-
ance with previous practice.

I wish to inform Members of the
Senate that such a notification has
been received.

Interested Senators may inquire as
to the details of this advance notifica-
tion at the office of the Committee on
Foreign Relations, room SD 423.

The notification follows:

DEFENSE SECURITY ASSISTANCE AGENCY,

Washington, DC, July 3, 1985.

In reply refer to I-03694/85¢ct.

Dr. M. GRAEME BANNERMAN,

Deputy Staff Director, Committee on For-
eign Relations, U.S. Senate, Washington,
DC.

Dear Dr. BANNERMAN: By letter dated 18
February 1976, the Director, Defense Secu-
rity Assistance Agency, indicated that you
would be advised of possible transmittals to
Congress of information as required by Sec-
tion 36(b) of the Arms Export Control Act.
At the instruction of the Department of
State, I wish to provide the following ad-
vance notification.

The Department of State is considering
an offer to a Northeast Asian country tenta-
tively estimated to cost $50 million or more.

Sincerely,
GLENN A. RupD,
Acting Director.
POLICY JUSTIFICATION

(U) The prime contractor will be the
Raytheon Corporation of Andover, Massa-
chusetts.

(U) There will be no adverse impact on
U.S. defense readiness as a result of this
sale.@

REAUTHORIZATION OF THE
WOOL ACT

® Mr. BOREN. Mr. President, one of
the most complex and volatile issues
which appears before the Congress
each year is how to effectively address
major trade imbalances caused by
unfair commerce practices of other na-
tions. Enormous subsidies of entire in-
dustries, supressed wage rates, encour-
agement of cartels, and numerous
other activities by other nations are
posing, as they have since the birth of
this Nation, serious threats to several
American industries—from oil to wool,
textiles to electronics. Developing fair,
effective, and consistent policies to
correct these imbalances without jeop-
ardizing positive relations and trade
with other nations is not easy but
must continue to be our goal.

Perhaps the most effective and non-
disruptive act passed by the Congress
to address an imbalance in trade is the
Wool Act of 1954. After more than 30
years since its initial passage, this cre-
ative and unique program is popular
among wool producers and successful
at preserving a healthy, competitive
wool market in the United States. The
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Wool Act of 1954, which is currently
before the Congress for renewal, is an
outstanding example of a positive and
productive relationship between pri-
vate enterprise and the Federal Gov-
ernment.

The Wool Act was created in 1954 to
help protect the U.S. wool industry
from rapidly increasing wool imports.
The U.S. Tariff Commission recom-
mended significant increases in tariffs
on wool products, but this idea was re-
jected by President Eisenhower be-
cause he feared that these increases
could cause U.S. foreign relations to
suffer and consumer prices to rise.
The compromise solution to this situa-
tion was simple and economically
sound: A determined proportion of the
total revenue collected from wool tar-
iffs would be transferred directly to
the wool producers of America. This
approach not only maintained tariffs
at levels low enough to satisfy other
nations but also gave the U.S. wool in-
dustry the boost it needed to prosper.

Many other features to the Wool
Act distinguish it as a truly outstand-
ing act. Included in the Wool Act is a
unique self-help provision. Under this
provision, the U.S. sheep industry has
organized an advertising and promo-
tion program funded by wool produc-
ers. Assessments are withheld from
tariff-revenue transfers to producers
and placed into the market develop-
ment program, which is administered
by sheep growers through an agree-
ment with the U.S. Department of Ag-
riculture. No other commodity has an
arrangement like this one, and the
sheep producers themselves have
voted through referendum to continue
and increase the assessment with
every extension of the Wool Act.

The Wool Act is undeniably a signifi-
cant factor in the continuation of the
wool industry, and its importance is
becoming greater and greater. The
role of the Wool Act is best explained
in a 1984 report of the Department of
Agriculture which states “Without a
government income support program,
the average sheep producer would
have only broken even in 1981 and op-
erated at a loss during 1982 and 1983.
Total revenue from the sales of meat
and wool, less cash expenses, declined
from about $9 per head in 1980 to a
loss of over $4 in 1983. Thus, total
wool cash receipts have become impor-
tant to sheep producers, increasing
from 21 percent of all cash receipts in
1980 to 34 percent in 1983.”

In addition to helping to preserve
the U.S. sheep industry, the Wool Act
is beneficial because it generates reve-
nue for the National Treasury. Since
1954, $3.6 billion has been collected on
wool tariffs of which over $2.2 billion
has gone to the General Treasury.
Without the Wool Act, the strong pos-
sibility exists that wool tariffs will be
removed entirely, just as they have
been reduced by over 70 percent since
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1947. The Congress must be very cau-
tious at this time of any steps which
will reduce Government revenue and
increase the Federal deficit. Failure to
extend the Wool Act at this time may
prove to be just such a step.

The importance of wool and the U.S.
wool industry is not restricted to eco-
nomics alone. Wool is a significant
product in regards to national defense,
as elaborated in 1983 by Senator John
Tower, then chairman of the Armed
Services Committee. As Senator Tower
stated, a domestic supply of weol is
critical in the production of essential
military wuniforms and protective
clothing. Synthetic fibers do not meet
all military needs, and this fact was
demonstrated during the British con-
flict in the Falkland Islands. There,
many British sailors were forced to
wear cotton, tropical uniforms in sub-
zero temperatures because synthetic
fibers, when exposed to fire or ex-
tremely high temperatures, melted
and severely burned skin. The United
States must be aware of the military
significance of wool and take steps to
ensure an adeguate domestic supply
during a military emergency.

The importance of reauthorization
of the Wool Act cannot be overempha-
sized. At stake in the question of
whether or not to continue this act are
over 33,000 jobs and almost $500 mil-
lion in U.S. income. The health and
strength of the U.S. wool industry will
directly affect many other domestic
industries, from textiles to retail cloth-
ing sales. Every American is the bene-
ficiary of a sound U.S. wool industry,
and we must provide an environment
for this industry which is both fair
and conducive to growth and expan-
sion.

U.S. wool producers have faced, in
recent years, countless obstacles in
their struggle to meet America’s
needs; from last year’s savage blizzard
in the Rockies which killed over
250,000 sheep, to the day-to-day battle
against coyote predation. From
droughts in the Southwest, to the
predatory practices of heavily subsi-
dized imports, the U.S. wool industry
continues to face challenge after chal-
lenge, burden after burden. The Wool
Act of 1954 has assisted this industry
successfully for over 30 years and will
play a vital role in America’s future.

I urge you to join me in the support
of reauthorization of the Wool Act of
1954 and extend one of America’s most
productive and insightful measures on
international trade and industry devel-
opment.®

GROUND WATER POLLUTION

® Mr. HEINZ. Mr. President, I am
pleased to submit an essay entitled,
“Ground Water Pollution—What Can
We Do About It?” written by Ellen S.
Wetmore, a high school student from
Elkland Area High School in Pennsyl-
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vania. Ellen was awarded the annual
Triadagahton Audubon Society For-
rest Watkins scholarship for writing
this essay.

Ground water pollution should be a
growing concern for all of us, for all
the reasons in Miss Wetmore's essay.
In substantial part, this is why Sena-
tor Spector and I introduced S. 2421
in the last Congress. Our legislation
provides for cleanup authority and li-
ability under Superfund for petroleum
releases and to regulate underground
storage tanks used for the storage of
hazardous substances. In addition,
during consideration of the 1984
RCRA Amendments, I cosponsored an
amendment to give the Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) the author-
ity to set standards for the under-
ground storage of hazardous sub-
stances, including guidelines for tank
design, construction, installation and
leak control technology. This amend-
ment was successful and was included
what is now Public Law 98-616.

This prize-winning essay is rich in
information and insight about ground
water pollution and I believe it would
be a valuable contribution to the Con-
GRESSIONAL RECORD.

The essay follows:

GROUNDWATER POLLUTION—WHAT CAN WE
Do Asovur IT?

(By Ellen 8. Wetmore)

While Americans have been concerned
with the pollution of the environment for
many years, only recently has the problem
of groundwater pollution been recognized as
a threat to our well-being. The contamina-
tion of our nation’s groundwater is a unique
and alarming problem for many reasons. As
Americans, we are largely dependent on
groundwater to supply our drinking water
needs. Groundwater, as it exists in sub-sur-
face acquifers, is difficult to observe and its
movements are hard to trace and control.
The nature of underground water move-
ment is slow—it percolates through the soil
slowly, it becomes polluted slowly, and, once
polluted, it is extremely difficult and time-
consuming to find the source of pollution
and clean it up. Polluted groundwater re-
serves may be unsuitable for human use for
many years to come, even forever. We must
give the groundwater issue our immediate
attention if we are to prevent much permas-
nent loss of this precious natural resource.

Groundwater constitutes the largest avail-
able volume of fresh water on earth. Of this
fresh water, 3 percent is in the form of sur-
face water—that is, lakes, streams, swamps,
etc. The remaining 97 percent is present in
the form of groundwater—water that has
percolated through the soil into the satura-
tion zone and lies in either unconfined or ar-
tesian acquifers beneath the earth's surface.
This groundwater is not stagnant. If flows
slowly (sometime as little as a few inches
per day) toward discharge points, such as
springs, swamps, and lakes, where it then
becomes surface water.

Although the natural quality of ground-
water is very good, an estimated 1 to 2 per-
cent is presently contaminated and the pol-
lution problem is increasing. Evidence of
groundwater pollution has been found in
every state of the United States. Ground-
water is contaminated by more than 200 dif-
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ferent natural and man-made compounds,
only 22 of which are regulated by federal
drinking water standards.! 31,000 cases of
illness caused by pathogenic organisms such
as viruses and bacteria present in water
were reported between 1945 and 1980.2 Con-
taminants present in many groundwater
supplies are the result of pollution from
faulty chemical disposal that actually took
place thirty or forty years ago. This pollu-
tion is showing up at the present time be-
cause of the slow nature of movement.
While only 1 percent of the nation’s ground-
water is now contaminated, the fact that
this 1 percent of unsafe water is concentrat-
ed around urban areas and affects millions
of people makes it truly a threat. In Penn-
sylsvania, there are about 600,000 ground-
water supplies serving the needs of approxi-
mately 2 million people. Of these supplies,
360,000, or 60% are thought to be unsafe for
human drinking water because of bacterio-
logical and chemical qualilty and improper
construction.® The Environmental Protec-
tion Agency (EPA) estimates that each year
1.5 trillion gallons of pollutants reach
groundwater acquifers directly or as a result
of leaching.

The EPA says that tainted, dangerous
groundwater has been found in more than
2800 wells throughout 20 states during the
past five years. In the federal government's
$1.6 billion Super-fund project to clean up
547 of the nation's most dangerous toxic
waste sites, there are 410 of these dumps
with serious groundwater contamination.*

There are several ways that pollutants can
enter groundwater acquifers. Surface soil
will naturally renovate pollutants before
they reach the underlying acquifers, but
there are situations where this natural puri-
fication process fails. It is under these con-
ditions that pollutants may reach and con-
t?mitmte the water in the zone of satura-
tion:

(1) There is not enough soil above the ac-
quifer to renovate the pollutant before it
reaches the water table.

(2) The soil is too permeable to retain the
pollutant long enough to purify it before it
reaches the acquifer (such as sandy soils).

(3) A bypass of the soil purification
system occurs because the pollutant seeps
swiftly down an out-cropping of rock, a
joint, a fracture, or a sinkhole and directly
into the acquifer.

(4) The pollultant, such as chlorinated hy-
drocarbons, cannot be renovated by the soil
purification system.

(5) The pollutant is injected directly into
then subsurface formation, such as a deep
well.

(6) And when the saturation level in the
soil is reached and the purification process
temporarily stops, such as during periods of
heavy rainfall.

The variety and complexity of the con-
tamination problem makes it difficult to di-
agnose and study. There are many types of
pollutants, and many sources from which
they come. Groundwater may be considered
polluted if any of the following are present:
bacteria (anaerobic or aerobic), chlorides,
nitrates, heavy metals, hydrocarbons, am-

1 U.8. Congress, Office of Technology Assess-
ment.
* Pennsylvania Environmental Research Founda-

tion, “Ground Water Fact Sheet,” Philadelphia,
PA, October 1983.

2 1984 Water Quality Inventory, DER.

¢ “Warning: Your Drinking Water May Be Dan-
IE;':‘u-)sM U.S. News & World Report, January 16,
(1 .
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mnja nitrogen, phosphates, and surfac-

Hazardous chemical compounds from in-
dustrial landfills and treatment lagoons may
taint groundwater through the presence of:
anions—arsenates, cyanide, sulfides, and
chlorides, which are posionous; metallic ca-
tions, such as mercury, cadmium, lead,
copper, and zinc, which come from manufac-
turing residues, fungicides, wastewater
treatment sludges, an landfill leachates.
These substances are proven carcinogens
and mutagens—very toxic.

Malfunctioning on-lot sewage systems are
one of the largest sources of pollution here
in Pennsylavania. This is a local problem,
and a dangerous one for area residents who
depend on the contaminated supplies for do-
mestic use. Evidence of faulty on-lot sewage
systems is the presence of bacteria (which
may cause gastro-intestinal infections such
as dysentery and typhoid), chlorides, ni-
trates (particularly harmful to babies), am-
monia nitrogen, phosphates and surfac-
tants, and other pollutants, such as oils,
paints, and solvents, in the water table.

Other sources of pollution include indus-
trial and municipal landfills, agricultural
practices (the application of fertilizer and
pesticides), salt water intrusion, industrial
treatment lagoons, injections wells, chemi-
cal, oil, and brine spills, leaking under-
ground storage tanks, and acid coal-mine
drainage. Acid mine drainage is a particular
problem in Tioga County, where the sulphu-
ric acid leaches into the soil and under-
ground strata formations. There the lack of
oxygen causes anaerobic bacteria growth.
Under such conditions, harmful microorga-
nisms, which may cause intestinai infec-
tions, may be present.

In the summer of 1979, resident of Oaks, a
Philadephia suburb, began to notice that
their tap water looked brown and smelled
strongly of gasoline. The wells of these
homes were contaminated by gasoline leak-
ing from a corroding underground storage
tank at a Mobil gas station nearby. The
people were advised that their water was
polluted and dangerous, and they have been
using bottled water for drinking and cook-
ing ever since. The gasoline-tainted well
water has streaked clothing, stained sinks,
bathtubs, and toilet bowls, and caused skin
rashes in some residents. The people have
brought lawsuit against Mobil and the gas
station owner, and are in the process of re-
ceiving damages. Systems for filtering the
water and bottled water for drinking and
cooking are being supplied to residents, but
no one knows if and when the water will be
safe again.®

The leaking underground storage tank
(LUST) problem may be the largest and
most dangerous one affecting groundwater
in the nation. The EPA’'s director of the
Office of Groundwater, Marian Mlay, says
“There is a significant number of under-
ground storage tanks that are leaking or
could soon be leaking. There is a problem.
We know it is substantial. But we don’t
know exactly how bad it is."” Leaking stor-
age tanks are especially dangerous because
they can’t be observed and are difficult to
monitor. This is a particular threat in sub-
urban areas where residents rely on private
wells for drinking water.

Analysts working in the petroleum indus-
try figure that there are 2 million-plus com-
mercial underground gasoline storage tanks

SMark Jaffe, “When Gas Taints the Water
Supply”. Philadelphia Inquirer, April 14, 1985, Sec.
B., p. 1&8.
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in the United States. They estimate that
70,000 older, corroding tanks may be leaking
now and they predict that within five years
there could be 350,000 more leaking. John
Osgood, of Pennsylvania’s DER Bureau of
Water Quality says “There are an estimated
100,000 underground tanks in Pennsylvania
and up to 25 percent of them might be leak-
ing. Obviously, on a numerical basis, this is
?ne of the state’s biggest pollution prob-
ems."”

Petroleum products are the cause of 300-
500 reported cases of groundwater pollution
in PA annually. The Department of Envi-
ronmental Resources (DER) claims that 50
percent of this pollution is caused by
LUSTs. These tanks are leaking as a result
of cracking, punctures, external corrosion.®
Nationally, 11 million gallons of gasoline are
leaking every year from an estimated
100,000 underground tanks.” It only takes 1
gallon of gasoline to poison 750,000 gallons
of groundwater. Benzene, a component of
gasoline, is a proven carcinogen in humans
but it is not considered hazardous so there
are no federal regulations controlling it.
There is no way of knowing exactly how
many existing and abandoned tanks are
leaking or how much is leaking from them.
When a spill or leak occurs, the petroleum
product percolates down through the sur-
rounding soil and accumulates on top of the
water table. The substance may lie on the
acquifer for several years, before being de-
tected, and when contamination does show
itself, it is extremely difficult to locate the
source of pollution and expansion to clean it
up.

Many of these LUSTs were put in place in
the 1950's and 1960’s. During the years that
the tanks were installed, there were no
standards or regulations concerning what
type of tanks were used, or where they were
placed. Studies have shown that these un-
coated steel tanks begin to corrode seriously
after fifteen years of use. The LUST prob-
lem is complicated by the fact that all these
tanks are owned by so many different
people. LUSTs are owned by independent
gasoline dealers, major oil companies, pri-
vate businesses, agricultural operations, gov-
ernment agencies, and private citizens. It is
difficult to deal with so many segments and
get cooperation between them to correct the
problem. As with other types of groundwat-
er pollution, gasoline contamination may be
permanent. DER's Osgood says, “Once
groundwater is polluted, it tends to linger

. It is very difficult to get rid of it.”

The seriousness of the LUST matter has
prompted the oil industry and federal and
state governments to take action. A federal
regulation making it illegal to place an un-
coated or unshielded steel tank in the
ground will take effect on May 8, 1985. The
EPA will set forth new standards for clean-
up and detection of leaks during the coming
two years, All owners of underground tanks
will be required to report the age, size, and
location of tanks to state and federal envi-
ronmental agencies as of November, 1985.
Currently, DER of Pennsylvania is studying
the problem within the state and will deter-
mine if more laws will be neccessary. The oil
industry is financially liable for many LUST
accidents, and companies such as Mobil,
Texaco, Shell, and Exxon have begun large-
scale programs involving the replacement of

¢ Joint Legislative Alr and Waber Pollution Corn
trol and Conservation C “Envir
Synopsis,” Ju:y 1m

T “Warning . ., p. 81,
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older steel tanks with fiberglass ones, These
developments in the LUST topic are encour-
aging and may curb contamination from
this source in the future.

Government actions dealing with the
groundwater issue are controversial and, for
the most part, inefficient. Many difficulties
exist in the environmental pollution area,
and groundwater is being neglected in the
seemingly endless bureaucracy. There are
laws and regulations designed with ground-
water protection in mind, but these statutes
do not deal effectively with the problem. On
the federal level, Congress has delegated au-
thority to two federal agencies, the Depart-
ment of the Interior (DOI), and the EPA.

Six federal statutes have been established
to regulate the activities that affect ground-
water conditions. These regulations are:

(1) Federal Water Pollution Control Act
of 1972, which gives the EPA power to re-
quire state programs.

(2) Safe Drinking Water Act of 1974,
which concerns the safety of public drink-
ing water supplies.

(3) Resource Conservation and Recovery
Act of 1976, which deals with the disposal of
municipal solid waste and hazardous waste.

(4) Toxic Substances Control Act, in
which the EPA controls toxic substances
that contact groundwater.

(5) Surface Mining Control and Reclama-
tion Act, which gives the DOI control over
mining operations and reclamation process-

Comprehensive Environmental Re-
sponse (Superfund) provides a 1.6 billion
dollar fund to carry out the cleanup of inac-
tive hazardous waste sites.®

These statutes are clouded by uncertain-
ties about where the authority (and the
funds) lie to tackle the problem and how to
interpret the data available. These statutes
are controversial, and efforts of one pro-
gram are often canceled out by those of an-
other. Thus, this system appears to be de-
feating itself under confusing and compli-
cated legislation.

The EPA established two task forces to re-
search the contamination matter and pro-
pose a groundwater protection strategy.
These task forces were begun in 1881 and
revised again in 1984. Under the released
strategy, existing grants and federal funds
would be used to develop state protection
policies, to devise a classification system for
dealing with different levels of pollution, to
issue guidelines for EPA rulings concerning
groundwater, and to administrate and en-
force existing controls on groundwater.

The groundwater issue has created a vari-
ety of political tensions. Some political
groups feel that the EPA's groundwater
strategy is practical and effective, but other
industry-backed segments claim that the
regulations set forth in the strategy are too
restrictive. Yet other environmental groups
hold that the strategy is too weak to save
groundwater reserves and are currently
pushing for stronger programs.

State governments strongly resist the fed-
eral government’s involvement into this
matter that has been traditionally handled
at the state level. But on the other hand,
some state governments do not want to take
on the responsibility of implementing
groundwater protection programs. Either
way, the contamination problem is not ade-
quately dealt with.

There are several methods for dealing
with contaminated acquifers. Containment

* “Groundwater Policy A Patchwork of Protec-
tion", Environment, March 1982.
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may be used on a temporary or permanent
basis for large volumes of hazardous materi-
al, or in places where removal of present
hazardous waste is impossible. The process
entails pumping a well and drawing the con-
taminated water into it for holding. In some
cases, physical barriers are placed across
flow paths and inside acquifers. Restoration
is a process in which the acquifer is flushed
using aerobic bacterial degradation to create
a rapid flowing movement. This movement
adds oxygen and nutrients to the water and
cleanses it. Flushing works mostly in situa-
tions where the pollutant is biodegradable
using oxygen and bacteria. In some circum-
stances, the water can be flushed from the
acquifer, chemically treated, and reinjected
inte the acquifer, However, in severe cases
where the pollutants are petroleum-based or
extremely toxie, the surrounding soil and
containing rock formations are removed also
and either treated or disposed of by inciner-
ation or at a burial facility. Other methods
of correction include: adsorption by char-
coal filters or synthetic resins; aeration by
bubbling pollutants out of the acquifer in
the form of gas; or incineration.

Obviously, removing contaminants from
groundwater acquifers is a time-consuming,
costly, and difficult procedure. The main
possibility of retaining pure groudwater re-
serves, then, lies not in correction, but in
prevention. Efforts are now being made to
insure that toxic substances will not reach
groundwater supplies in the future. Al-
though not infallible, corrosion-resistant
tank technologies and early leak detection
devices are now being improved and market-
ed. Among pending legislation are regula-
tions that may require the installation of
monitoring wells to be drilled at various
points into acquifers. These monitoring
wells will show the condition of the under-
ground water and will detect the presence of
pollution early. Organic waste material
could be combusted and transformed into
simple wastes renovatable by the soil. Tech-
nological advancements in the designs of
waste lagoons and liner materials should
provide more secure waste disposal facili-
ties.?

Although there are still problems in the
government’'s handling of the issue, and ex-
pensive removal procedures make correction
prohibitive, progress is being made. In-
creased attention to the groundwater pollu-
tion matter and the oil industry’s efforts in
the LUST area are signs that the contami-
nation may soon be under control. We are
fortunate that only a small percentage of
our groundwater is contaminated and that
the natural groundwater cycle does its part
to keep the reserves pure for our use. If all
segments of American society—environmen-
talists, lawmakers, business people, agricul-
turists, and resisdents—will cooperate and
work together to assure no further contami-
nation will take place, we will be able to
look optimistically toward the future and be
confident that there will always be enough
fresh, healthy groundwater to meet our
needs.
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SPACE EXPLORATION DAY—
SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 154

® Mr. D’AMATO. Mr. President, I am
pleased today to join my distinguished
colleague, Senator JAKE GARN, in sup-
port of Space Exploration Day (S.J.
Res. 154). Senator GArRN has done an
excellent job in raising this country’s
awareness of the wonders of space and
the benefits of its exploration.

July 20 marks the 16th anniversary
of the landing on the Moon of Apollo
II. This occasion also marks the 10th
anniversary of the international
Apollo-Soyuz mission, and the ninth
anniversary of the first Viking landing
on Mars. These events marked the be-
ginning of a new era—an era that has
brought findings previously deemed
beyond our grasp. We are now in an
era accompanied by a hope and a
yearning for further exploration.
Space exploration has paved the way
for us to measure the winds on Mars,
count the rings around Saturn, and
observe volcanos on Jupiter’s moons.
Space exploration has led to the
launching of America’s space shuttle
that permits humans to walk and work
in space. These are just a few of the
countless events that have changed
the direction of this country. We are
now on the road to advanced techno-
logical strength, both on Earth and in
space.

The scope of the advances made in
this increasingly technological field of
science has touched the lives of all
Americans. Senator JAKE GARN is
among the Americans who have taken
that bold step into space exploration.
He had the thrill of venturing into the
vast galaxy via the space shuttle. I
commend JAKE GARN for journeying
into space. This experience must have
been thrilling and most memorable,
but it also serves to enhance our un-
derstanding of space exploration. It
has heightened congressional aware-
ness of the importance of space explo-
ration; it has also heightened all of
America’s awareness of the impor-
tance of space and the benefits of its
exploration. I am pleased, therefore,
that the United States is in the proe-
ess of including a teacher in the space
program. Those who dared to explore
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in the past and those who will partici-
pate in this endeavor in the future will
make a significant contribution to the
continued development and expansion
of America’s strength.

This resolution commemorates the
achievements of the past and offers
hope for continued space explorations
in the future. The space program has
produced rapid technological advances
that have significantly contributed to
improving American technological
strength. Space exploration reflects
technological skill of the highest
order.

However, the adventures and chal-
lenges are not yet over. We are just be-
ginning to explore the feasibility of
manufacturing in space, the ecological
impacts of natural and manmade
events on Earth, and how events in
the universe influence the world we
live in. The exploration of space offers
us hope for a better and more peaceful
world.

Mr. President, it is fitting that we
commemorate past dedication and our
future commitment to explorations in
space. We show unparalleled determi-
nation to make America stronger and
the world better and more peaceful by
our continued commitment to space
exploration. Therefore, Mr. President,
I urge my colleagues to show support
for America's continued commitment
to space exploration by declaring July
20, 1985, as Space Exploration Day.e

NATIONAL POW/MIA DAY

® Mr. SYMMS. Mr. President, this
Friday, July 19, is National POW/MIA
Day and I rise in honor of our brave
men and their families who have sacri-
ficed so much for freedom's sake.
American prisoners of war since the
Revolutionary War have faced the
worst of hardships and their bravery
has not gone unnoticed. They have
earned a place in America’s heart.

On this day, we must remember not
only those who suffered in wars long
past, but also the more than 2,400
American servicemen still missing in
Vietnam.

Recently all of us suffered through
the media's “celebration” of the end of
the Vietnam war, but we reflect upon
the Vietnam tragedy only rarely. For
the families of these missing men,
Vietnam lingers on day after day.

Despite agreements we have reached
with the North Vietnamese providing
for the return of all American POW'’s,
we continue to hear reports of Ameri-
can servicemen still living in captivity
in Southeast Asia. New evidence sug-
gests that there are as many as 76
American servicemen being held
against their will inside Vietnam, Laos,
and Cambodia.

Yet, until last April, the problem of
unaccounted for MIA's and POW's
had been largely ignored by Congress.
At that time, I became a cosponsor of
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Concurrent Resolution 46. This resolu-
tion reaffirms the U.S. commitment to
our POW’s/MIA’s. It stresses the com-
mitment we have to bring home any
Americans who remain in captivity, to
get the fullest possible accounting of
the missing, and to seek the return on
the remains of those missing Ameri-
cans who died in the Vietnam war,. I
will make every effort to see America
secure the further cooperation of Laos
and Vietnam in resolving this issue.

The American people are not apa-
thetic about the fate of our POW's
and MIA's. But years of waiting has so
drained their hope, they have come to
believe that nothing can be done. We
cannot lose hope.

A year and a half ago, the foreign
ministers of Vietnam, Laos and Cam-
bodia included for the first time the
POW/MIA issue in their policy com-
munique. It stated a willingness to co-
operate with the U.S. Government
based on the increased interest of the
American people.

Although these officials have been
less than honest with us, this small
gesture on their part shows that keep-
ing the POW/MIA issue alive serves
an important purpose. The U.S. Con-
gress and the State Department, in
conjunction with groups like the Na-
tional League of Families of American
Prisoners and Missing in Southeast
Asia, and veterans organizations, can
revitalize the Nation's commitment to
this cause and end this tragedy once
and for all.

There is no excuse for failing to vig-
orously explore every available avenue
to locate and free these men. If there
are no Americans left in Vietnam, let
us find that out. But if there are, we
must get them out without further
delay.e

OPPOSE POLITICIZATION OF
THE NATIROBI CONFERENCE

@ Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President,
the U.S. delegation to the final World
Conference of the U.N. Decade for
Women began today In Nairobi,
Kenya. This is the third conference of
the Decade, proclaimed in order to
promote the status of women world-
wide.

While the U.N. Decade for Women
has helped focus attention on the
problems and needs of women
throughout the world, the two
Women's Conferences held so far have
unfortunately been highly politicized.
The 1975 Mexico City World Confer-
ence first introduced the idea that Zi-
onism is a form of racism in its final
declaration. The 1980 Mid-Decade
Conference in Copenhagen reaffirmed
the Mexico City statement on Zionism
and called for greater PLO involve-
ment in U.N. programs. The United
States voted against the Copenhagen
plan of action because of those provi-
sions.
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I am deeply concerned that the final
World Conference in Nairobi not be di-
verted from its legitimate agenda by
the introduction of extraneous politi-
cal issues not properly the concern of
the conference. I, along with 39 of my
colleagues, wrote to the President to
express this concern, and to urge that
he oppose all efforts to politicize the
conference and adopt the equation
that “Zionism is racism.” I ask permis-
sion that the text of the letter be
printed in the Recorp for the informa-
ton of my colleagues.

The letter follows:

U.S. SENATE,
Washington, DC, July 8, 1985.
The PRESIDENT,
The White House,
Washington, DC.

DeAR MR. PRESIDENT: We are writing to ex-
press our deep concern and consternation
over the course of developments leading to
the upcoming World Conference for the
United Nations Decade for Women, sched-
uled to take place in Nairobi in July 1985.

As you know, both prior United Nation's
Women's Decade conferences—in Mexico
City in 19875 and Copenhagen in 1980—were
marred by the introduction of extraneous
political issues that diverted the conference
from the legitimate goals of the Decade.

Following a series of preparatory meet-
ings, it is now clear that a coalition of radi-
cal states is once again attempting to dis-
rupt this final Nairobi conference of the
Women's Decade. They have succeeded in
including the subject of ‘Palestinian
Women” as part of the conference agenda
with the clear aim of diverting and over-
whelming the proceeding in Nairobi. There
are also clear indications that the insidious
“Zionism is racism" equation, first adopted
at the Mexico City Women's Conference,
will also be pushed for consideration.

We strongly believe that adoption of such
biased, anti-American items in the agenda,
in whole or in part, would weaken and
damage U.S. interests and those of women
worldwide. The U.S. Congress has already
expressed its concern in a provision of the
FY 1984 State Department authorization
bill stating that “every available means” to
used to ensure that the 1985 conference is
not dominated by political issues extraneous
to the goals of the Conference. We hope to
receive your report on those preparations,
as required in that legislation, very shortly.

In the meantime, it is clear that the inclu-
sion of these extraneous political issues
makes a travesty of all the Conference is
hoping to achieve.

We strongly urge you, Mr. President, to
insist that all decisions at Nairobi be consid-
ered by consensus. If such procedures are
not adopted, we know the U.S. delegation
will vociferously oppose all efforts to politi-
cize the conference and to adopt dangerous
lies such as “Zionism is racism".

Thank you for your consideration of this
critical issue.

Sincerely,
Frank R. Lautenberg,
Christopher J. Dodd,
John H. Chafee,
Paul 8. Sarbanes,
J. James Exon,
Carl Levin,
David L. Boren,
Paul Simon,
Alan Cranston,
Rudy Boschwitz,
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Edward Zorinsky,
Tom Harkin,

Alfonse M. D'Amato,
Lawton Chiles,

Bob Packwood,

Arlen Specter,

John F. Eerry,

John D. Rockefeller,
Lloyd Bentsen,

Don Nickles,

Daniel Patrick Moynihan,
Howell Heflin,
Howard M. Metzenbaum,
Spark M. Matsunaga,
Edward M. Kennedy,
Donald W. Riegle, Jr.,
Jim Sasser,

Ernest F. Hollings,
Max Baucus,

Quentin N. Burdick,
John Melcher,

Paul S. Trible, Jr.,
Gordon J. Humphrey,
Warren Rudman,
Joseph R. Biden, Jr.,
Patrick J. Leahy,
Alan J. Dixon,

Albert Gore, Jr.,
David Pryor,

Jeff Bingaman.

SOVIET ATROCITIES IN
AFGHANISTAN

® Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, for
the past 5 years a war of great cruelty
has been raging in Afghanistan be-
tween Soviet forces and Afghan resist-
ance fighters who desire freedom from
the Soviet domination of their coun-
try. When the Red Army invaded in
1979, Soviet leaders underestimated
the courage and willingness of the Mu-
jeheddin to fight for the freedom of
their country. Since that time, the war
has escalated to include the most so-
phisticated and deadly weapons in the
Soviet arsenal, such as antipersonnel
mines, armored assault helicopters,
chemical and toxin weapons, jet fight-
ers, and tanks. Also, the level of Soviet
troop involvement has risen from
40,000 to over 115,000 in what has
become the largest Soviet military op-
eration undertaken since World War
II1.

The determination of the Afghan
freedom fighters to oppose the occu-
pation of their country in the face of
the overwhelming odds against them
has earned their cause the admiration
of freedom-loving people around the
world.

Soviet policy in Afghanistan is horri-
fying. The few journalists the Muje-
heddin manage to smuggle in and out
of Afghanistan return with stories of
atrocities committed by Soviet and
Afghan forces against civilians. Most
surprising is the murderous and sadis-
tic behavior of the Russian troops who
terrorize the Afghan countryside so
that villagers will either be afraid to
assist the Mujeheddin, or be forced
into exile, thus removing the popula-
tion which shelters and feeds the guer-
rillas. Numerous accounts of Soviet
brutality have been cited—civilians
burned alive; old men dynamited and
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beheaded; bound men forced to lie
down on the road to be crushed by
Soviet tanks; grenades thrown into
rooms where women and children
have been told to wait.

This is not a war in the conventional
sense of the designated soldiery of two
opposing sides confronting one an-
other on a field of battle and engaging
in combat. Instead, unable to confront
their elusive adversary, the Soviets
have chosen to aim their guns at the
women and children living in the
Afghan countryside. The destruction
begins with high aerial bombing of
farms and villages. When this has
been accomplished, Soviet and Afghan
forces descend upon the town, wanton-
ly killing, systematically destroying
crops and other vestiges of the agricul-
tural system, poisoning wells and food
supplies, and driving the population
from their homes.

The results of this savage strategy
are manifold. It has created the great-
est refugee problem facing the world
today. Pakistan houses over 2.5 million
refugees in camps close to the Afghan
border. Another 1.5 million are living
in Iran for a total of at least 4 million
displaced persons—one-fourth to one-
third of the total pre-war Afghan pop-
ulation. It has caused the resistance
fighters, now deprived of sources of
food and relief, to become more de-
pendent on outside aid. It has placed
the Afghan people wholeheartedly
behind the efforts of the Mujeheddin
to free the country from Soviet op-
pression. It has served to place the So-
viets in a familiar light: an adversary
of boundless ruthlessness who will go
to any extreme in pursuit of national
geo-political goals.

We call on the Soviet Union to end
its terrible occupation of Afghanistan
and to stop meddling in the internal
affairs of that country. Afghanistan is
a sovereign nation; Soviet intervention
there impedes the self-determination
of its people who, by all indications,
oppose Soviet attempts to subjugate
Afghanistan to the rule of Moscow.e

IRANIAN PERSECUTION OF THE
BAHA'IS

® Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, the
issue of religious persecution in Iran
has been discussed in the Senate on
several prior occasions. I bring it up
again for the plain and simple reason
that the persecution of the Baha'is
persists, despite the efforts of this
Government, foreign governments,
and the United Nations to persuade
the Government of Iran that such
practices are unacceptable violations
of the most fundamental human
rights recognized in this age.

A little over 1 year ago, the Congress
of the United States passed House
Concurrent Resolution 226, condemn-
ing Iran for its barbarous repression of
the Baha'is. Since that time, 16 more
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Baha'is have been executed or killed
as a result of extensive torture. We are
told of brutal acts of violence by Irani-
an authorities, including the hanging
of a 17-year-old high school girl and
the killing of a mother promptly after
giving birth. The child was spirited
away by Moslem authorities; its
whereabout are unknown. The
number of Baha'is in the Ayatollah’s
prisons, where torture is commonly
practiced to pressure Baha'is to re-
nounce their faith, has risen to over
750 as arrests and harassment con-
tinue; adherence to Baha'i religious
beliefs and possession of Baha'is mate-
rials continue to be labeled a criminal
act punishable by death or imprison-
ment.

Other forms of persecution exist
which do not necessarily result in im-
prisonment or execution, but are, nev-
ertheless, very severe. Many Baha'is
have had their property, homes, and
automobiles confiscated. Thousands
have been dismissed from their jobs
for no reason; children have been ex-
pelled from schools and ignored by
other children because they are sup-
posedly unclean. Baha'is fired from
civil service positions are now being
forced to repay the Government sala-
ries they earned while rightfully em-
ployed. Others on Government pen-
sions are being denied their checks.
These are very tragic situations. For
instance, elderly, retired Baha’is, who
otherwise have no money, literally
depend on their retirement checks. All
of a sudden, they find themselves in

their old age, unable to work, without
any means of sustenance. Young
Baha'is who once dreamed of a better
life for themselves and their families,
are suddenly denied education and
training virtually condemning them to
a life of menial labor.

I can find no reason for these tragic
vignettes. The number of Baha'is in
Iran amounts to fewer then 1 percent
of the total population. Such small
numbers cannot realistically pose a
threat to Iran's theocratic regime. Is it
their religious beliefs? Does Iran feel
its social order will be disrupted by a
small group of 300,000 who believe
among themselves in the brotherhood
of mankind, religious tolerance, and
the haromony of faith and progress? A
wide range of religons—Christianity,
Judaism, and different sects of Islam—
enjoy freedom of worship in Iran. The
inescapable conclusion is that the
Baha'is are a scapegoat the mullahs of
Iran are using to divert attention away
from Iran's domestic and international
problems and the Government respon-
sible for them, and onto a peaceful, re-
ligious community which turns the
other cheek to each new blow.

A few years ago, the Baha'is ap-
peared to be a group targeted for ex-
tinction. When the process of genocide
was first initiated, leaders of the
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Baha'is lobbied world governments to
pressure Iran to cease and desist. This
effort has been measurably successful;
the leaders of the Baha’is are openly
grateful for efforts on their behalf.
They credit the attention and publici-
ty paid their cause with saving lives. It
is true that fewer individuals have
been killed this year than were killed
last year, but until the killing stops al-
together and the persecution of the
Baha'is ceases, we must continue to
hold the Government of Iran responsi-
ble for its actions and urge foreign
governments with closer ties to Iran
than ourselves to persuade the Islamic
republic to acknowledge the right of
the Baha'is to worship in peace.

The plight of the Baha'’is has always
been a concern of mine. Two years
ago, the State Legislature of South
Dakota passed a bill condemning Iran
for its cruelty and intolerance. We
must continue to express indignation
or Iran’s repression of a peaceful
people. We must continue to expose
these abuses to the world and ask
other nations to join us in protest. We
must remind Iran that it cannot
simply denounce human rights as it
has and expect the world to accept it.
We will not accept it. Rather, we will
continue to focus our attention on
Iran’s treatment of the Baha’is until
the genocide has stopped.e

NATIONAL ICE CREAM MONTH

@ Mr. D’AMATO. Mr. President, it is
with great enthusiasm that I rise
today to honor a fine and cherished
tradition: ice cream. I, like members of
98 percent of all American households,
appreciate a cone or dish of ice cream
in the heat of July; therefore, it is
most appropriate that July is National
Ice Cream Month and that the second
Sunday, yesterday, July 14, was Na-
tional Ice Cream Day or Sundae
Sunday.

Although no date or individual is
specifically associated with the inven-
tion of ice cream, it is believed that its
origins might go back as far as the be-
loved cool drinks of Alexander the
Great in the 4th century B.C. Histori-
ans also believe Marco Polo returned
from the Far East with recipes for
frozen desserts that had been used in
Asia for supposedly thousands of
years. Catherine de Medici brought
Italian sherbert with her to the
French court when she became queen.
In America, Governor Bladen of Mary-
land served ice cream in 1700, and
Dolly Madison caused excitement
when she had the frozen delight at
the White House at the second inau-
gural ball in 1812,

Obviously, we, as Americans, cannot
claim to have discovered ice cream.
However, it is so loved here that the
United States leads the world in its
production. In 1983, we produced
1,292,739,000 gallons—this is so much
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ice cream that we cannot even con-
sume it all and we have to export the
remainder. In 1984, Americans con-
sumed 874 million gallons of ice cream
and production continues to increase.

This is not just a fanciful food, it is a
nutritious food that represents a
major industry in our country. 1984
sales figures for ice cream and related
products totaled over $8 billion. This
equates to 18,000 people working di-
rectly in the ice cream industry and an
annual payroll of $313.5 million. Of
this country’s total milk production—
and I might add that New York is
ranked third in the Nation in dairy
production—10 percent goes into the
making of ice cream.

Ice cream is so popular in the United
States that one-third of American
households will consume at least 1
gallon of ice cream in any 2-week
period. Their favorite toppings are
ranked in this order: chocolate fudge,
hot fudge, butterscotch, caramel, and
strawberry. By the way, I celebrated
Sundae Sunday with my favorite
flavor, chocolate chocolate-chip.

As the old song goes “I scream, you
scream, we all scream for ice cream.”@

NATIONAL BUREAU OF STAND-
ARDS AUTHORIZATION—CON-
FERENCE REPORT

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate
now turn to the conference report to
accompany H.R. 1617, National
Bureau of Standards Authorization.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
report will be stated.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendment of the Senate to the bill (H.R.
1617) to authorize appropriations to the
Secretary of Commerce for the programs of
the National Bureau of Standards for fiscal
year 1986, and for other purposes having
met, after full and free conference, have
agreed to recommend and do recommend to
their respective Houses this report, signed
by all of the conferees.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, the Senate will proceed
to the consideration of the conference
report.

(The conference report is printed in
the House proceedings of the RECORD
of today, July 15, 1985.)

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the confer-
ence report.

The conference report was agreed to.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote by which the con-
ference report was agreed to.

Mr. BYRD. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

July 15, 1985

MEASURE PLACED ON
CALENDAR

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I send a
joint resolution (S.J. Res. 163) to the
desk on behalf of the distinguished
Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. SpEc-
TER]. I ask unanimous consent it be
placed on the calendar and that the
resolution be made a part of the
RECORD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is
there objection? The Chair hears
none, and it is so ordered.

NEGOTIATIONS ON THE BUDGET

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, we have
been working this afternoon, very
briefly, on not only the budget but on
farm legislation, hopefully to try to
reach some bipartisan consensus on
that legislation, and also to make some
determination of the course to pursue
as far as the budget is concerned.

It is my understanding there will be
a conference committee meeting to-
morrow at 2 p.m. of the House and
Senate conferees, and there will prob-
ably be meetings following that con-
ference session.

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 10 AM.
TOMORROW

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, there
being no further business to come
before the Senate, I move the Senate
stand in adjournment until 10 a.m. to-
morrow.

The motion was agreed to; and, at
6:54 p.m., the Senate adjourned until
Tuesday, July 16, 1985, at 10 a.m.

NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received by
the Secretary of the Senate July 12,
1985, under authority of the order of
the Senate of January 3, 1985:

DEPARTMENT OF STATE

Gary L. Matthews, of Virginia, a career
member of the Senior Foreign Service, class
of Minister-Counselor, to be Ambassador
Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary of the
United States of America to the Republic of
Malta.

Harvey Frans Nelson, Jr., of California, a
career member of the Senior Forelgn Serv-
ice, class of Minister-Counselor, to be Am-
bassador Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary
of the United States of America to the
Kingdom of Swaziland.

Irvin Hicks, of Maryland, a career member
of the Senior Foreign Service, class of Coun-
selor, to be Ambassador Extraordinary and
Plenipotentiary of the United States of
America to the Republic of Seychelles.

Executive nominations received by
the Senate July 15, 1985:
DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE
Lydia E. Glover, of South Carolina, to be
U.S. Marshal for the district of South Caro-

lina for the term of 4 years vice William C.
Whitworth.
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CONFIRMATION DEPARTMENT OF STATE

Executive nomination confirmed by John Arthur Ferch, of Ohio, a career
the Senate July 15, 1985: member of the Senior Foreign Service, class
¥ 8 of Minister-Counselor, to be Ambassador

Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary of the

United States of America to the Republic of
Honduras.

The above nomination was approved sub-
ject to the nominee’s commitment to re-
spond to requests to appear and testify
before any duly constituted committee of
the Senate.
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GERMAN FOREIGN POLICY AND
THE FUTURE OF THE ATLAN-
TIC ALLIANCE

HON. CHARLES McC. MATHIAS, JR.

OF MARYLAND
IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES

Monday, July 15, 1985

e Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, I
would like to share with the Senate
and the American people the informed
thoughts of the distinguished states-
man Berndt von Staden, former
German Ambassador to Washington
and former State Secretary of the
German Foreign Office. Ambassador
von Staden's article, “Perspectives of
German Foreign Policy,” appeared in
the January 1985 English edition of
Aussenpolitik. He writes about an
issue that is critical to us all—how to
maintain Alliance solidarity in a
changing world. I urge the Members of
the Senate and all other Americans to
read this article. We can learn a great
deal from what Ambassador von
Staden has to say.
The article follows:
PERSPECTIVES OF GERMAN FOREIGN PoLICY
(By Berndt von Staden)
I

For all time there can be no loftier aim of
German foreign policy than that of preserv-
ing peace, as no-one can possibly doubt in
the nuclear age. Yet at the same time,
equally indispensably, freedom must be
upheld.

That amounts to a possible conflict of ob-
jectives to which the slogan "“better Red
than dead” is not an acceptable solution.
The attainment of freedom of conscience,
freedom of opinion and the rule of law are
milestones on the road to civilisation; their
achievement marks the climax of human
morals. It is a road along which post-war
statesmen, particularly Konrad Adenauer,
EKurt Schumacher and Theodor Heuss, led
back the free part of the German people, It
cannot be left without abandoning the basic
rights of the individual and the community
as a whole that are established in natural
law and guaranteed by the constitution.
These basic rights are guaranteed by no
other system.

The aim of German foreign policy cannot
be to lay down an order of importance of
these inalienable objectives. On the con-
trary, it must devote its entire energy to
avoiding confrontation with the issue of pri-
ority. To ensure that the nation is never
faced by a decision between peace or free-
dom must be the ultimate aim of German
policy.

II

In the basic relationship between West
and East, a relationship governed by antag-
onism, the objective, in a nutshell, must be
a constant struggle to maintain political sta-
gility as the prerequisite of peace in free-

om.

The true and fundamental future tasks of
mankind are said to lie elsewhere—in con-
trolling overpopulation and exhaustion of
the soil and the environment. From the
viewpoint of the philosophy of history the
ideological antagonism and power-political
clashes between East and West may be felt
to express an outlook that is no longer up to
date. Yet here and now, in the heart of
Europe, confrontation with authoritarian
and collectivist forms of rule is just as much
a reality as is the threat to the balance of
power posed by imperial, power-political
thinking,

As long as this remains the case, these will
remain the challenges German policy must
mainly face. While not closing its eyes to
the future tasks of mankind it must devote
its energy first and foremost to maintaining
in BEurope a modus vivendi that holds out
the prospect of arriving at the state of
peace referred to in the Letter on German
Unity.

The Federal Republic of Germany thus
faces a daunting task. As a result of German
historic guilt it must aim, in the most unfa-
vourable conditions imaginable, to accom-
plish this task: as part of a divided nation,
in the heart of a continent divided ideologi-
cally and in terms of power politics and on
the borderline between two alliance systems
in a zone of the most highly concentrated
arms build-up.

What is more, Germany's great power
status has been well and truly forfeited,
heightening the discrepancy between aims
and means. This has also resulted in the
Federal Republic of Germany going critical,
as it were. On its own or jointly with the
Western European powers alone it cannot
maintain the balance of power in Europe.
But without it the West as a whole cannot
do so either.

Yet maintaining the balance of power is
crucially important in the antagonistic fun-
damental relationship between East and
West. Just as stability is the sine qua non of
peace in freedom so equilibrium is the sine
qua non of stability. It is the prerequisite
for balanced compromise of interests, coop-
eration on the basis of equality, and confi-
dence-building.

Equilibrium, it is rightly noted, comprises
more than ratios of military strength. It in-
cludes economic potential, social stability
and the moral condition of society. It rules
out the striving for supremacy. It requires
not arithmetical parity but the ability to
offer credible deterrence. But it cannot be
sustained without an element of appropri-
ate military power balance failing which
there would be a vacuum that in a region
like Western Europe would be sure to lead
to most dangerous destabilisation conse-
quences.

Experience has shown that Soviet power
politics would seek to influence and fill any
such vacuum. A century ago Bismarck is
said to have compared Russian policy with
water that finds its way into hollow seg-
ments, filling them until it meets resistance
offered by solid walls.

That would give rise to the issue of self-
determination and, in its wake, inevitably
and increasingly to that of freedom, and
that would not be all that was at stake. No-
one is justified in working on the assump-

tion that American policy could accept with-
out contradiction any such extension of
Soviet influence to all Germany and Europe
or that the United States could be prepared
to abandon Western Europe to the other su-
perpower’s hegemony. That would be tanta-
mount to abdication. For those who have
eyes to see, America today is again dem-
onstrating that economically, scientifically,
technologically and innovationally it is
more dynamic than any other society in the
world. Would such a power be prepared to
allow itself without resistance to be pushed
back to the status of a Fortress America?
The signs are that the peace Europe has en-
joyed since 1945 would be most seriously
jeopardised if an appropriate balance of
power were not maintained. That has re-
peatedly happened elsewhere when this bal-
ance has not existed.

111

An appropriate balance of power such as
has so far been maintained in Europe by the
Atlantic alliance not only keeps the peace; it
is also a prerequisite for balanced compro-
mises and settlements of interests being
reached on controversial issues. One such
equilibrium of interests was, for instance,
the modus vivendi reached in the Brandt
era in the shape of the 1970s treaties, from
the Moscow Treaty to the Helsinki Final
Act. On its own the Federal Republic of
Germany would never have been able to
arrive at the balanced compromise this
modus vivendi constitutes. But for the
backing lent by Atlantic solidarity, for the
unstinting support given by the three West-
ern powers, the Federal Republic of Germa-
ny would have been forced to conclude un-
equal treaties. Either that or it would have
had to dispense with bids to reach a modus
vivendi with its eastern neighbours and
with the other German state.

Equilibrium is, last but not least, a prereq-
uisite for confidence-building, one of the
foremost tasks diplomats face in an age of
ideas of mutual nuclear destruction. Confi-
dence-building presupposes, in an antagonis-
tic basic situation, self-confidence. No-one
can feel confident who realises he is in an
inferior position, and concessions offered on
this basis, far from building confidence,
merely prompt even heavier pressure. Equi-
librium is thus the prerequisite for balanced
cooperation in the interest of stability.

v

As a balance can be maintained in Europe
neither without the United States nor with-
out the Federal Republic of Germany, rela-
tions with America are of crucial signifi-
cance for German policy, which makes it all
the more alarming that since the mid-1970s
relations have been marked by a contradic-
tion between growing dependence and in-
creasing distance.

The increase in German, and European,
dependence on the United States is chiefly
apparent in the security policy sector. It is
due for one to a general shift in the balance
of military power to the West's detriment.
Conventional and Eurostrategic aspects of
joint defence are chiefly affected, aspects
that are of immediate consequence for the
security of Europe. This shift increases Eu-
rope's reliance on US nuclear protection,

® This “bullet” symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by the Member on the floor.
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the credibility of which is in its turn im-
paired by the superpowers’ strategic nuclear
parity.

This makes it all the more upsetting that
modern arms trends are tending to increase
Europe’s dependence on the United States
in another, functional manner. The im-
mense acceleration of technical processes
that seem controllable only by computers,
the speed of communications that appears
indispensable as a result, and the complex-
ity of systems and structures give the ob-
server an uneasy feeling that in an emergen-
cy only one man, the US President, would
be in a position to reach decisions on which
the survival of America’s European partners
might depend. It goes without saying that
confidence issues of the utmost earnest are
raised by such developments.

Similar issues arise in other sectors, espe-
cially a number of high tech and science
sectors in which Europe runs a risk of in-
creasingly trailing its American ally, on
which it would then rely in these sectors
too. There are some people in Europe who
refuse to realise the historical importance
of the dynamism America has regained. The
miners' strike in Britain is surely a case in
point. Yet even where this realisation is
growing, its effect is by no means solely re-
assuring.

Last but not least, Europe’s dependence
on America is on the increase in what might
be termed civilisation. In youth culture,
such as musie, it is already visible and audi-
ble, but an idea of the true dimensions of
the problem will not be gained until cable
communications in the Federal Republic of
Germany have triggered a media explosion.
Whatever views one may hold on the sub-
ject, there can already be not the slightest
doubt that Europe has nothing comparable
to set against what the United States has to
offer in this explosive growth market.
American output will inundate Europe to an
unprecedented degree.

Yet in the process Europe's importance as
seen from America is on the decline, while
more and more opinion-makers in the Euro-
pean successor generation are taking a more
detached view of the United States, and cer-
tainly of US policy.

Slowly but unmistakably, America is part-
ing company with its traditionally Eurocen-
tric view of the world. In 1983 US trade with
Pacific Basin countries totalled $137bn, or
$30bn more than trade with Europe. This
trend is irreversible given the tempestuous
pace of economic growth in East and South-
East Asia. Politically and in terms of securi-
ty policy Europe is increasingly coming to
share US interest with other parts of the
world, such as the Middle East, the Persian
Gulf and Central America. America’s dy-
namic centre of gravity is shifting from the
north-east to the south-west. US citizens of
non-European origins are growing in
number and importance. California’s élite
universities are beginning to catch up with
Harvard, and one chair after another is
being vacated by the older, European-ori-
ented East Coast generation and taken over
by up-and-coming Californian dons, in many
cases of Asian origin.

Europe remains important, but there is a
danger of the weight it carries as a partner
paling in significance beside its role as an
object of US security policy, as the central
sector in the clash between the two world
powers that it is, geographically speaking.

On this side of the Atlantic it is not for
nothing that dependence on America, espe-
cially in the security sector, bear the seed of
alienation. This is evident among far from
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insignificant sections of the successor gen-
eration and extends to part of the political
structure of the Federal Republic of Germa-
ny. It is definitely too early to talk in terms
of a turning-point and it would be wrong to
dramatise the situation. But the beginnings
of a potentially destabilising trend must not
be overlooked.

It would also be self-deception to feel such
trends could be offset solely by an appeal to
traditional foreign policy assessments and
loyalties of the post-war era. The view of
the United States as a friend held by the
post-war generation has paled too much
among its successors for this to work. The
successor generation's view of America is
largely determined less by the Berlin airlift
and Marshall aid than by Vietnam and Wa-
tergate, not to mention fear, only natural,
of modern arms developments that are re-
garded as no longer controllable,

By the same token fear and abhorrence of
Soviet communism and Soviet power politics
have grown less virulent. The shocking ex-
perience of Soviet occupation and the en-
forced Sovietisation of the other part of
Germany no longer govern the view taken
by the successor generation. What it has in
mind is the apparent progress and actual
partial successes of detente policy in
Europe. Behind them the ongoing brutal re-
ality of Soviet communism is often no
longer seen for what it is.

The only way to keep the beginnings of
alienation in check is a political conception
toward America that takes the trends out-
lined into account.

The Federal Republic of Germany must
maintain in dealings with the leading power
in the Western alliance its independence in
firmly and consistently looking after its own
interests. In the process it must retain the
full confidence of its American ally and
thereby remain able to exert its influence to
effect on issues of common interest. In its
defense policy it must unswervingly stand
by the alliance and its integrated structure
yet take on a high degree of responsibility
for national security.

So what matters in any such conception is
elements that do not necessarily fail to con-
tradict each other and thus require states-
manlike qualities to combine.

If they are to be carried out clear prior-
ities must be laid down and people must be
prepared to make material contributions—
contributions;, not sacrifices, because they
are made in their own vital interest.

Ostpolitik as a vital German interest is an
instance of what is involved. The points to
insist upon are that Western policy toward
the East must be consistent and long-term
while remaining, in spite of the firm stand
that must be taken on security issues, coop-
erative and ready to reach understanding.
This has at times been lacking in the policy
pursued by the leading Atlantic power.

Fluctuations in U.S, Ostpolitik are by no
means merely due to disappointments rang-
ing from Angola to Afghanistan. They are
also due to the special nature and system of
the American political process. There s, to
start with, what are often striking disconti-
nuities after a change of administration,
with a return swing of the pendulum only
possible after time has elapsed. There is also
the fact that since Vietnam and Watergate
the national consensus on foreign and secu-
rity policy has been called into guestion.
That heightens the effect of Congress in-
creasingly cutting back the President’'s for-
eign policy leeway, which it can readily do
due to a loophole in the U.S. constitution.
Secretary of State George Shultz had this
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to say on the subject to the Trilateral Com-
mission, the unofficial top-ranking body
consisting of the Atlantic partners and
Japan, on 3 April 1984: “The net result, as
you well know, is an enormous problem for
American foreign policy: a loss of coherence
and recurring uncertaintly in the minds of
friend and foe about the aims and constancy
of the United States."”

German foreign policy in contrast rightly,
legitimately and undisputedly stresses con-
stancy and steers clear of shortsightedness
by not invariably acting on each and every
change in policy by the leading Atlantic
power. But it must then be prepared to dem-
onstrate solidarity where America Ilays
claim to vital interests of its own or refers to
burdens of responsibility that only the lead-
ing Western power can shoulder.

So the aim must be (and it is observed in
this country) to take U.S. misgivings on the
transfer of arms-relevant technology to the
East as seriously as they objectively deserve
to be taken and to give them corresponding
priority over other interests. The special im-
portance of Central America for the United
States must likewise be borne in mind and
taken into account, just as understanding
and recognition are due to U.S. efforts, un-
dertaken at enormous expense, to strike a
better balance of power and, with it, greater
stability in the Gulf. The U.S. government
must be allowed to decide for itself how
much defence spending is felt to be neces-
sary and how, in the circumstances, it is to
bring about the objectively necessary reduc-
tion of a budget deficit that imposes a
burden on America, and not only America.

These are only examples intended to show
that a balance of interests must be struck
even among allies. No German government
can dispense with a detente and arms con-
trol policy that is credible in the eyes of
German public opinion and shows readiness
to cooperate with the East. It can just as
little forgo constantly and insistently calling
on the US government to act accordingly.
But its realistic opportunities of effectively
bringing pressure to bear will depend on the
contribution the Federal Republic of Ger-
many makes toward common security and
on the extent of solidarity German policy
demonstrates toward its American ally
where limits are not set to such solidarity
by vital interests of its own.

v

In no sector have issues of Atlantic soli-
darity, definition of common interests and
the division of burdens between America
and Europe so long been discussed in con-
stant variations as in respect of security and
defence.

This problem has gained in topicality
since inner credibility of Western defence
policy has been called into question to a
long unheard-of extent.

The NATO dual-track decision has worked
as a catalyst. There may not have been a
hot autum in 1983 and the deployment of
medium-range US missiles may be going
ahead virtually as undisturbed in the Feder-
al Republic of Germany as in Britain and
Italy, but it would be wrong to assume that
marks the end of the debate on Western se-
curity policy triggered by the dual-track de-
cision. On the contrary, the debate has
merely set aside limitation to the problem
of medium-range nuclear weapons and been
extended to the whole gamut of defence
poliey.

The crux of the debate, inevitably, is the
role of nuclear weapons in the context of
flexible response deterrent strategy. Nearly
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all experts are agreed that the Warsaw Pact
enjoys conventional superiority over NATO,
and nearly all of them conclude that in an
emergency the Atlantic alliance might be
forced within a matter of days to decide to
resort to first use of nuclear weapons to
avert conventional defeat. Yet to judge by
all that is known about the views of younger
people in this and other European coun-
tries, they reject nuclear first use, not to
mention early nuclear first use, by an over-
whelming majority. This outlook is, as far
as is known, largely independent of party-
political preferences.

Such a tenor of opinion cannot simply be
ignored. It affects the credibility of a coun-
try's defence posture as reflected in public
opinion, and there is an inseverable link be-
tween a defence posture’'s credibility and its
deterrent effect or, in other words, its
peace-preserving function.

Contrary to a view still widely held, no-
one realised this earlier or more clearly
than the United States. America may right-
ly on occasion be criticised for its tendency
to take too one-sided a military view of mat-
ters of equilibrium and stability. One may
also fairly wonder whether the United
States has not repeatedly made mistakes in
its nuclear arms policy, for which MIRV de-
velopments would seem to be an example.
But the Americans cannot be accused of
having underestimated the deadly earnest
of nuclear weapons.

For a generation they have been urging
their European allies to step up their con-
ventional defence efforts and establish a de-
terrent the credibility of which is height-
ened by reduced reliance on nuclear weap-
ons. The current defence policy debate
shows how topical this demand is, and it is
levelled, with all due respect for the sub-
stantial German defence contribution at the
Federal Republic of Germany too. There
are signs that action is being taken accord-
ingly. Whatever shape it may take in detail,
there are criteria by which it would do well
to be guided to ensure the credibility of
German defence policy both at home and
abroad. The most important such criteria
would seem to be the following: to make it
clear without a shadow of doubt to a poten-
tial aggressor that a conventional Blitzkrieg
strategy would be doomed to failure, for
which the conventional deterrent would
need to be so strong that NATO would not
be forced to resort to early first use of nu-
clear weapons, while the indispensable nu-
clear component of deterrence (indispensa-
ble in view of a potential aggressor armed to
the teeth in both conventional and nuclear
terms) must clearly be geared to neither tac-
tically encouraging early use by one’s own
side nor strategically encouraging a preven-
tive strike by the potential aggressor; to use
modern technological means of providing in-
depth effect for conventional arms inas-
much as they are necessary to ensure deter-
rent credibility while clearly maintaining
their defensive character.

As in transatlantic political ties, this is a
matter of objectives that are not a priori
free of contradictions. It will again be up to
statesmanlike leadership to perceive such
contradictions and eliminate them wherever
possible while arriving at decisions in keep-
ing with priorities of national interest wher-
eVer Necessary.

The issue of priorities naturally arises not
only within the defence planning frame-
work but above all in the ratio of defence
spending to budget expenditure as a whole.
This is one of the toughest tasks democratic
governments face. They must neither call
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their country’s financial stability into ques-
tion nor spend money in clear defiance of
the overwhelming majority of public opin-
ion.

Yet it must also be realised that Europe
will have no option but to step up its de-
fence efforts. It is not just a matter of dis-
tribution of burdens within NATO but even
more so one of the internal aspect. In an an-
tagonistic world a free society would run the
risk, in the final analysis, of throwing in the
sponge if it were to allow its defence to for-
feit credibility in the eyes of the young
people who must mainly provide it.

vi

The effort here called for will mainly need
to be undertaken on a national basis, A Eu-
ropean dimension is not available, and that
is a state of affairs the welcome bid to reac-
tivate the Western European Union will not
change.

Jean Monnet, the great European, and his
supporters had visions of an Atlantic com-
munity based on two pillars, the United
States and a supranational European Com-
munity. But contrary to his hopes Europe
has failed to set out on the road to suprana-
tionality. It has preferred expansion to com-
pression. Monnet was unable to conceive of
his Europe without Britain, but as he saw it
Britain was to join an alliance with a supra-
national dynamism and the potential to de-
velop into a federative state. In reality Brit-
ain, Denmark and Ireland and, later, Greece
joined a community that had been deprived
of its supranationality under pressure from
General de Gaulle.

To this day this alignment has proved ir-
reversible, and new members of the Europe-
an Community are not to blame. They have
never made any secret of the fact that they
joined on the clear understanding that su-
prationality would be forgone. Europe as a
result failed to achieve the objective of po-
litical union, and it is not yet clear when
and how there might be any change in this
state of affairs.

That is in no way to belittle, let alone to
repudiate, the achievements of European in-
tegration. Even within its present terms of
reference the European Community re-
mains the most highly developed interna-
tional organisation in the world and a text-
book example of closest regional coopera-
tion. It is a zone of peace, prosperity, eco-
nomic ties and gradual approximation of
legal codes. it participates in world trade as
a partner in its own right and of incompara-
ble importance. As an associate of over 40
developing countries it is a major promoter
of stabilisation overseas. It has given the
Germans a framework within which to base,
establish and extend a new relationship of
trust with its European neighbours, espe-
cially France. Last but not least, in the
shape of European Political Cooperation it
has emerged as an important and dynamic
factor in multilateral diplomacy, at the
United Nations for instance and, in particu-
lar, in the Helsinki process.

The lasting value of the integration proc-
ess is thus beyond question, and in view of
the importance and special position of the-
Federal Republic German foreign policy is
largely responsible for ensuring that the
European Community i{s further developed
within its terms of reference. But it would
be doing the European idea a disservice to
expect too much of the Community or to
encourage hopes that it might in the fore-
seeable future be led back along the road
envisaged by its founding fathers. That is
something it clearly cannot do in its en-
larged form, and to turn a blind eye to this
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reality will inevitably lead to frustration
and tiredness with Europe.

European integration may retain high pri-
ority in German foreign policy, but for the
foreseeable future it will be unable to per-
form two roles it was originally intended to
fulfill, The European Community cannot as
such be a crucial factor in maintaining a
balance of power in Europe. It can also no
longer be the overriding idea it was felt pre-
destined to be in Adenauer's days—an idea
in the realisation of which the free part of
the divided German nation would be able to
find a new identity. But the growing Euro-
pean Community seems more and more to
assume the role of a mainstay of a future
peace order comprising all Europe. Logically
in keeping with this trend, the Community’s
political arm, European Political Coopera-
tion, has played a crucial role from the
outset in the Helsinki process, and it is in
keeping with the special German situation
that Bonn diplomats often set the pace.

VII

That brings us back to the initial consider-
ation and key German policy objective, that
of establishing a reliable state of peace in
Europe, in other words, a peace order, and
one in which the entire German people will
one day be able to exercise their right of
self-determination.

Foreign Minister Genscher recently stated
that the Helsinki Final Act already con-
tained elements of such a peace order. He
was voicing his conviction that progress in
this direction, partial successes, have been
achieved. Is that reality or self-deception?
Was detente a success or has it been a fail-
ure?

Events in the most immediate past par-
ticularly prompt such questions. The an-
swers will vary widely, depending on politi-
cal viewpoint and on whether they are ex-
pressed by Europeans or Americans.

The European balance sheet of detente
policy shows a profit despite a number of
setbacks, in Poland, say, or in human rights.
Those who recall the Berlin crises of 1948
and 1958-63 will know how highly to rate
peace and quiet in and around Berlin. Those
who have seen for themselves how the deep
freeze in intra-German ties burdened both
the people affected and East-West relations
will appreciate the importance of what, in
spite of all its limitations, remains a very
tangible liberalisation of relations between
the two German states. The statesmanship
of the men in charge of Bonn policies since
1969 has here succeeded in transforming a
source of European and power-political ten-
sion into a zone of stability and cooperation.
Cooperation between Western and Eastern
Europe has been intensified on a large scale
in spite of economic setbacks. Tension has
been relaxed in relations between the two.

This even applies in the political field. Fif-
teen years ago it would have been inconceiv-
able for a Polish Pope to be twice allowed to
visit his native country and be welcomed by
the entire Polish people. This example
stands for many other less spectacular ones.
There can be no mistaking a process of evo-
lution in Eastern Europe of which Helsinki
is both a wellspring and an expression. In
the course of this development there have
been the first signs of a renewed feeling of
European solidarity transcending pacts and
including the neutrals and non-aligned Eu-
ropean countries.

This, sad to say, is only one side of the
balance sheet. The other includes the Soviet
Union's continued arms build-up, its ex-
traordinary gain in power, its ventures in
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world affairs and its constant striving to
loosen the ties between Western Europe and
America and to increase its conventional
and Eurostrategic lead in Europe.

Even in the heyday of detente, in the
early 1970s, Moscow kept up this policy de-
spite American moderation, despite a per-
ceptible decline in US defence spending, and
despite the Carter administration’s decision
not to commission new weapon systems such
as the Bl bomber, the MX missile and the
neutron bomb. One may wonder whether
this was part of a plan or merely a matter of
opportunity knocking. At all events the
Soviet arms build-up took place in the lee of
detente and Soviet ventures in world af-
fairs—in Africa, in South-East Asia and
above all in Afghanistan—made use of the
post-Vietnam and post-Watergate phase of
US weakness.

S0 no-one need wonder that despite the
desire for peaceful accommodation scepti-
cism about the policy of detente grew in-
creasingly widespread in the United States.
The law of equilibrium merely held sway,
here as elsewhere. Ronald Reagan'’s election
did not, despite what many believe, mark
the beginning of the current period of
freeze in East-West relations; Soviet mis-
readings of its transatlantic partner and ad-
versary did. Its inevitable reaction to Krem-
lin power politics and its unprecedented
ability to regenerate were either not rea-
lised or disregarded in Moscow.

This development presents German policy
with tricky issues of analytical judgment
and practical behaviour. Was detente, de-
spite its undeniable partial regional success-
es, a mistake all told? If it wasn't, is detente
perhaps divisible? Yet surely the latest
trends show it isn’t. Does Atlantic solidarity
not commit Bonn to toe the current politi-
cal line laid down in Washington?

Detente, it must first be noted, is not a sci-
entific experiment that is carried out over a
certain period and the success or failure of
which can be read on a scale. Detente is a
process involving both progress and set-
backs. But there is no responsible alterna-
tive in the nuclear age to an ongoing, ener-
getic endeavour to reduce tension. So there
can be no question of “whether”, merely of

From the German situation this particu-
larly applies to German policy, including its
internal credibility. Maintenance of equilib-
rium in Europe requires great effort.
Indeed, resisting the Soviet claim to a
higher degree of security than the Kremlin
is prepared to allow Western Europe calls
for security policy measures that are unpop-
ular. That is partly why NATO responded
to the deployment of Soviet SS-20 missiles
by deploying medium-range US missiles.
These efforts and the security policy meas-
ures they entail will only be endorsed by the
overwhelming majority of public opinion
needed if the Bonn government clearly does
all it can to continue the process of East-
West cooperation and arms control. This is
virtually an essential for German policy-
makers. No-one ought in the name of pact
solidarity to call on them to override it.
Indeed, alliance solidarity requires Germa-
ny's allies to acknowledge and respect this
essential prerequisite of German policy.

That, however, fails to answer the ex-
tremely complex question whether detente
is divisible. Politically it is, within certain
limits; in terms of security It isn't, in the
final analysis.

German policy could not possibly endorse
a global concept of vertical escalation. In a
world of growing interdependence Europe
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cannot, it is true, simply cut itself off from
global developments. But it would be irre-
sponsible to want deliberately to transfer to
Europe tension in Third World regions that
is usually not due to the East-West conflict.
In Europe the superpowers face each other
with the greatest and most dangerous con-
centration of arms on earth. So it is an ele-
mentary requirement of political common
sense to do everything possible to keep Cen-
tral Europe out of confrontations that are
non-European in origin.

In the final analysis this postulate can
only be reconciled with solidarity toward
the leading Western power if Europe makes
its full contribution to forestall crises in the
Third World and to support America in
maintaining the global balance of power.

More incidentally is at stake than a
matter of Atlantic solidarity; vital European
interests are involved. A critical shift in the
global equilibrium or escalation of a crisis in
another region would be bound to have the
most dangerous destabilising repercussions
for Europe. The divisibility of detente would
end here. That is why the allies have a joint
responsibility to do all they can to forestall
such developments, and everyone will have
to contribute to the best of their ability.

Basic Law, the Bonn constitution, imposes
limits on German policy. It rules out the de-
ployment of German soldiers outside NATO
territory. So the German contribution over-
seas takes the form of preventive aid toward
stabilisation in endangered regions. Above
all it consists of the contribution the Feder-
al Republic of Germany makes to the joint
defence of its own, European region. Here it
can, here it must ease the pressure on a
United States that bears the global burden.

The question that finally arises is whether
latest developments permit the inference
that Moscow is parting company with its
own ambivalent detente concept. It is too
early to answer this question. Progress in
the years that follow the 1984 US Presiden-
tial elections may enable an assessment to
be reached. To take the absurd accusations
of revanchism made in the Soviet media at
face value would surely be underestimate
the Kremlin. But maybe Moscow arrives at
a balance sheet on European developments
different from the one outlined above.
Maybe it is keen to stem the tide of further
rapprochement between Western Europe
and its own allies. That would be tragic. At-
tempts to seal off the East Bloc have invari-
ably led in the past to frustration and de-
stabilisation in the countries of eastern cen-
tral Europe, which think in deeply Europe-
an terms. It may also be, as has been the
case in the past, that a stage will occur at
which Soviet policles aimed at loosening At-
lantic ties will seek to make use of Soviet-
American bilateralism at Europe’s expense.
Desirable though an overdue realignment of
Soviet policy toward America might be, any
attempt to carry it out at Europe's expense
would be bound to founder on Atlantic soli-
darity.

It would be wrong to assume that individ-
ual manifestations of German policy are of
crucial importance In any such consider-
atlons, But the German modus vivendi does
form a key feature of the balance of inter-
ests in Europe. That means German policy
bears a heavy responsibility for maintaining
this equilibrium. The German Question, as
the Letter on German Unity makes it clear,
is still open. German policy must neither
allow this aspect of the modus vivendi to be
shaken nor shake it itself. But the state of
peace in which the German people are to
regaln unity by free self-determination can
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only be one with which all concerned, par-
ticularly including the Soviet Union, are in
a position to agree. That too is a point no-
one can shake without upsetting the bal-
ance of interests and with the basis of the
modus vivendi. A famous 1806 order of the
day which proclaimed that gquiet was the
first obligation of the general public is now-
adays recalled solely on an ironic note. Cer-
tainly no-one even now stands to benefit
from German unrest, least of all the Ger-
mans themselves.@
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e Mr. COURTER. Mr. Speaker, the
editorial page of the Detroit News re-
cently ran an excellent series on the
Federal Reserve Board that I com-
mend to my colleagues. Approaching
the issues of interest rates, prices, and
exchange rates from a classical per-
spective, the News argues that the Fed
is largely responsible for our flat econ-
omy and high levels of unemployment.
The paper argues for fundamental
monetary reform, and the appoint-
ment of a growth-oriented Fed Chair-
man after Paul Volcker retires.
The editorials follow:
THE WAR FOR THE FED

It is no secret that there has been a run-
ning philosopical struggle between Federal
Reserve Chairman Paul Volcker and Fed
Vice-Chairman  Preston Martin ever since
the latter's appointment by President
Reagan in 1981. That struggle recently
broke out into open warfare, when Mr.
Martin called a group of top financial re-
porters to a meeting at the New York Fed,
and told them that a new way of dealing
with the international debt crisis is needed.

In & remark aimed right at his boss. Mr.
Martin said, “We have had a certain an.. ant
of success with crisis management, but it is
time that we examine a whole new series of
innovative proposals that have come out in
the past 18 months.,” The one he favored
most would include having banks exchange
some of their shaky debt for equity shares
in the major national enterprises of the
debtor nations, such as PEMEX, Mexico's
nationalized oil and gas monopoly. This
would reduce their need for heavy cash flow
interest payments, without destroying their
basic capital position.

The fact that Mr, Volcker immediately
and harshly labeled his vice-chairman's
ideas as both “incomprehensible” and "“un-
realistic” demonstrates the high stakes
battle that is taking place at the Fed. Mr.
Volcker, who has said he will retire soon,
has been eager to discredit Mr. Martin as a
potential successor by labeling him a
supply-side cowboy. At the same time, he
has installed E. Gerald Corrigan, formerly
head of the Minneapolis Fed, as head of the
important New York branch, where Mr.
Volcker himself trained for his job. Mr. Cor-
rigan is believed to be much more sympa-
thetic to the Volcker way of conducting
moneit:ry and banking policy than Mr.
Martin.
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By Mr. Martin, a former California
banker and head of the Federal Home Loan
Bank Board (he also holds a Ph.D in mone-
tary economics), is hardly a wild-eyed mav-
erick. Earlier this week he apologized for
speaking out so boldly without clearing his
remarks first with his colleagues.

But it is high time that somebody serious-
ly questioned the fundamental assumptions
on which Fed policy has been based in
recent years. Areas like Michigan, which
have been hard hit by the excessively strong
dollar, have a particularly important stake
in the outcome of the war at the Fed.

Mr. Martin knows that the present
method of “managing” the international
debt crisis, for example, is being done large-
ly at the expense of American workers,
farmers, miners, and our domestic commodi-
ty industries. It relies on the combination of
the International Monetary Fund's (IMF)
austerity measures against debtor countries
that have forced them to stop all imports,
including American goods, and the Fed's
“strong dollar” policy which has greatly fa-
cilitated their exports by pricing American
goods out of the market.

In this way, the Fed and IMF are deliber-
ately bailing out the big U.S. and European
banks by favoring debtor-nation exports and
cash-flow to pay off their loans, at the ex-
pense of the U.S. domestic economy’s com-
petitive position.

One horrifying byproduct of this policy is
that hungry nations of Africa and Asia are
now busily earning foreign exchange by ex-
porting foodstuffs to America and Europe—
even as they have stopped importing vital
foodstuffs and farm implements from us.
(Ethiopia, for example, uses irrigated land
to grow strawberries and other cash crops
for export while millions are starving for
lack of staples.) Thus, it is no accident that
after all the talk about our international
debt crisis, the U.S. banks that have failed
over the past two years haven’'t been those
with the heavy Third World debt portfolios,
but those more deeply involved in financing
the U.8. domestic commodity markets—oil,
mining, and, of course, food and farming.

Forty percent of this nation's “problem
banks"” are from the farm belt. Most of the
balance can be found in the oil and mineral
states, which are reeling from a nearly 30
percent commodity deflation since 1982.
This deflation, in turn, is a direct result of
the Federal Reserve's policies, which have
pushed the dollar up by nearly 67 percent
since early 1981—up nearly 13 percent since
last August.

The strong dollar, of course, has been
enormously helpful to the Third World
debtors because it has priced their toughest
competitors (U.S. farmers and exporters)
out of the world market and made their own
hugely inefficient economies suddenly more
competitive. This in turn, has greatly
strengthened the viability of all those shaky
foreign loans. As Mr. Volcker recently ad-
mitted to farm state legislators, “your con-
stituents are unhappy—but mine (the big
banks) are happy."”

This is why you now have the spectacle of
big banks with heavy foreign loan portfo-
lios, such as New York's Citibank and
Chemical Bank, buying up troubled savings
and loan institutions in Ohio. Supported by
Mr. Volcker's policies at the Fed, they have
been able to avoid paying for their lending
mistakes of the past and are in a position to
gobble up domestic institutions that have
been getting deeper into trouble—at least
partly as a result of the same policies.

Bankers all over the country know what's
going on, but they are afraid to speak up.
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The Federal Reserve is not only their poten-
tial savior but their full-time regulator. This
is why, whenever members of Congress try
to speak out against the Fed, they invari-
ably hear from the bankers in their dis-
tricts, telling them to “cool it.” This is also
why the staffs of both the House and
Senate Banking Committees are dominated
by the Fed's unelected bureaucracy, which
has become the most powerful—and least
accountable—influence over economic policy
in the nation.

For this reason, Vice-Chairman Preston
Martin's decision to challenge the lock-grip
over Fed policy by the big New York banks
is welcome, even if it may be politically fool-
hardy in terms of his own future ambitions
to succeed Mr. Volcker. Mr. Martin knows
that unless we break the present debt-man-
agement crisis cycle, the U.S. economy is
going to suffer from the Fed’s loyalty to the
big Eastern banks. If he can find a way to
get his case directly to the American people,
he would have to be considered a worthy
successor to Mr. Volcker.

THE FED vS. SEGERNOMICS

The other day, the Senate, by unanimous
voice vote, finally confirmed Michigan’s own
Martha Seger to join the Federal Reserve
Board of Governors. Ms, Seger’s nomination
had been held up since last August by,
among others, Michigan's Donald Riegle Jr.,
a member of the Senate Banking Commit-
tee. Sen. Riegle's stated objections to Ms.
Seger concerned her lack of experience, but
we suspect that it had more to do with her
perceived economic views.

While her confirmation was still pending,
Ms. Seger was quoted as saying she saw no
reason why the Fed could not afford to ac-
commodate more growth, say 5 percent a
year or more, without risking renewed infla-
tion. When she made those remarks, the
Fed had just succeeded in bringing the
strongest recovery since World War II to a
screeching halt by effectively shutting down
monetary growth from April on—with the
nation’s money supply (M-1) showing no
growth at all from May through early No-
vember.

Professor David Fand, a nationally recog-
nized authority on monetary matters who
teaches economics at Wayne State Universi-
ty, asserts that “had the recovery not been
so very powerful, the Fed's action would
surely have given us a full-blown recession.”
Only now is the economy showing some
signs of resuming the recovery that began
in 1983,

Fed Chairman Paul Volcker defended his
policy as a part of his continuing battle
against inflation. When he was assiduously
driving both interest rates and the dollar up
in the spring of 1984, however, commodity
prices were actually falling at a 20 percent
annual rate; and unit labor costs were fall-
ing 1.7 percent. So there was no indication
of any inflationary dangers on the horizon.
Indeed, the strong real productivity growth
we had going then has always been essential
to curing inflation—as Martha Seger has
been quietly attempting to point out.

Unfortunately, the Federal Reserve bu-
reaucracy does not see it that way. It argues
that the U.S. economy cannot grow faster
than 3 percent a year without risking
higher inflation. The Fed's job, as many of
these folks see it, s to hold economic
growth down to the 3 percent track by keep-
ing a tight rein on the money supply.

There are two very serious problems with
this analysis. First, economic growth doesn't
necessarily bring inflation in its wake.
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Japan, for example, has long had rapid
rates of real growth of 4 percent to 8 per-
cent a year, and modest 2 percent to 4 per-
cent rates of inflation. Conversely, we have
the spectacle of tight-money Great Britain,
where inflation is now back up to 7 percent,
even with 13 percent unemployment and
less than 2 percent growth.

Second, and more important: The Fed
never has shown any capacity to “fine-tune”
economic growth. Over the 16 years since
we effectively abandoned the Bretton
Woods International Monetary Agreement
(by abandoning the gold pool price sup-
ports), the U.S. economy has been on a
roller coaster ride, with monetary policy
swinging wildly from being too loose to too
tight. Painful inflation has been followed by
even more painful recessions, and interest
rates have ratcheted upward to ever more
usurious levels. The auto industry has been
among the worst hit by these disastrous
swings.

The best proof that the Federal Reserve
doesn’t know how to manage the nation's
economy, or even its credit markets, is the
fact that at this moment, while producer
prices are rising at a scant 1.1 percent (year
over year) rate, the prime rate is still 10 per-
cent, and mortgage rates stand at 12 per-
cent.

By contrast, back in 1965, when the Bret-
ton Woods Agreement was still in effect, the
prime rate was 4.5 percent and new home
mortgages were 5.8 percent (yes, 5.8), even
though producer inflation was two points
higher than it is today. So we are now
paying a premium of at least three percent-
age points in the short rates, and as much
as seven points in the long rates, to have the
Federal Reserve “fine-tune” our nation’s
economy.

Some 50 of the nation’s most serious
macro-economists, in a conference last
August at Dartmouth College, agreed
almost unanimously (the sole exception was
the Fed's own economist) that we can no
longer afford to allow the Fed the luxury of
“discretionary monetary policy” (fine-
tuning), and that the time was overdue to
reinstitute some kind of monetary rule to
govern our credit and banking system.

Understandably, neither the Fed nor its
dominant “constitutents,” the big 20 banks,
like the idea of such a rule, which might
hamper their ability to manipulate our fiat
(paper) money system to their own advan-
tage, power, and profit. But it is precisely
that fiat system, under which money has no
link to real value (as in gold, silver, or com-
modities), that results in excessive interest
rates. It won't be reformed as long as the
Federal Reserve runs the economy, and
dominates the Senate and House Banking
committees, as it now does.

Paul Volcker was reappointed Fed Chair-
man in 1983 over stiff opposition, including
that of then-Treasury Secretary Donald
Regan, because he got BSenate Banking
Chairman Jake Garn, R-Utah, to put irre-
sistible pressure on the White House to give
Mr, Volcker another term in office. It was
Sen. Garn, quietly encouraged by Mr.
Volcker, who agreed to let Ms. Seger dangle
in the wind for 10 months until her views
“moderated.”

Prankly, we like Segernomics and growth
a whole lot better than the Volckernomics
of crisis management and stagflation, and
we hope the administration is finally pre-
pared to choose a better path. It may have
this opportunity soon.
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AFTER VOLCKER—WHAT?

When Federal Reserve Board Chairman
Paul Volcker was appointed to his second
term in 1983, he pointedly remarked that he
thought the president should be free to
name a new Fed chairman within a year
after the new presidential term began. He
has repeated this suggestion both publicly
and privately, so speculation has already
begun as to whom President Reagan will ap-
point to succeed him. It's one of the most
crucial decisions the president will make.

Close observers argue that Mr, Volcker is
the kind of hardheaded Washington politi-
cian who is likely to make the “price” of his
early departure the naming of his protege,
New York Federal Reserve President E.
Gerald “Gerry” Corrigan, as his successor.
They suggest that this is why the chairman
recently came down so hard on his vice-
chairman, Preston Martin, a Reagan ap-
pointee, when Mr. Martin spoke out about
the international debt problem.

Mr. Volcker groomed Mr. Corrigan while
the latter was at the Minneapolis Fed and
promoted him last year to the prestigious
New York Fed post—the same post Mr.
Volcker held before his own elevation by
President Carter in 1979.

The White House should think carefully
about this kind of “career succession.” The
ascension of Mr. Corrigan could signal that
President Reagan has sold out—both on his
original campaign agenda of monetary
reform and his commitment to economic
growth. It also might waste Mr. Reagan's
last opportunity to seize full control of U.S.
economic policy and give his supply-side
theories a real opportunity to prove them-
selves.

Few disagree that inflation, at its root, is
too much money chasing too few goods. In
fighting it, you have two options: Clamp
down hard on credit demand—that is,
reduce the amount of money—or increase
the supply of goods while making sure that
the money supply does not grow too rapidly.
In the summer and fall of 1981, Chairman
Volcker chose the first option, even as the
administration was trying to implement the
second through its tax cut program. Mr.
Volcker cut money supply growth, from the
thunderous 15-18 percent annualized rates
that he had allowed during most of the 1980
election season, to less than 3 percent by
the fall of 1981. That move hurled the
nation into a deep recession long before a
single tax was actually cut.

The Fed continued this tight credit lid so
far into the recession that it precipitated
the international debt crisis of August 1982.
This crisis finally forced Mr. Volcker to
relent and go to the opposite extreme—
pushing money growth back up to 17 per-
cent annualized rates from September 1982
to April 1983.

This crisis management approach pro-
duced two more cycles of what one adminis-
tration economist called “economic terror-
ism.” The Fed's approach to monetary
growth swung wildly from loose controls to
tight restrictions in 1983 and 1984,

It's little wonder that international specu-
lators and investors are more preoccupied
with what Mr. Volcker, the “crisis manag-
er,” will do next than with what’s happen-
ing in the real economy. For example, even
though interest rates have been forced
down (by weakness in the economy, not by
the Federal Reserve) by more than three
percentage points since last September, the
dollar has risen another 14 percent. Specu-
lators have learned, to their profit and our
malaise, that every time the U.S. economy
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has gotten stronger, the Federal Reserve
has immediately jammed on the credit
brakes, driving interest rates back up. The
speculators are betting it will happen again
once lower rates put the economic recovery
back on track.

At the heart of the problem is the mone-
tarist notion that the Fed can give consist-
ent value to paper money, which has no in-
trinsic worth, simply by limiting the money
supply. This approach gives fiat (paper)
money and its manipulators total control
over the economy. It also reverses the
proper order of things, making the produc-
tive economy the servant and hostage of the
monetary system, instead of the other way
around.

While monetarism can be said to have
“explained” inflation trends quite accurate-
ly from 1945 to 1970—with higher inflation
invariably following more rapid growth in
the money supply above and beyond real
output—its ability to diagnose and prescribe
action has deteriorated rapidly since 1972,
when the United States severed the dollar’s
final link to gold. Since then, interest rates
and inflation have soared, growth and pro-
ductivity have faltered, and money supply
growth rates have lost their once direct
(though lagged) connection to price levels—
even as more and more power over economic
policy has been abdicated to the Fed and
Mr. Volcker’s “crisis management."”

This is why a growing coalition of growth-
minded Republicans and Democrats in the
House and Senate are now pushing not only
to open up Fed policy-making to public
view, but for major monetary reform. They
have in mind a move back to the kind of
price-rule stability we seemed to enjoy
under the Bretton Woods Monetary agree-
ment, under which the world’s currencies
were tied to the dollar at more or less fixed
rates—and the dollar was linked to gold.

Exactly what shape such reform should
take is open to debate, If President Reagan
replaces Mr. Volcker with an establishment
clone, however, he will quickly find his op-
tions diminished. The Fed bureaucracy, sup-
ported by bankers hopeful of currying favor
with the powerful Fed chairman, doesn't
want any change at all. It might diminish
the Fed's power.

What's needed in a successor to Mr.
Volcker is somebody without a vested inter-
est in the established order. It should be
somebody who can help the president grope
his way toward the last—and vitally impor-
tant—element of the “Reagan Revolution,”
reform of the monetary system. The war
over the Volcker succession has started, and
the White House had better start paying
close attention.e

REAFFIRMATION FOR FULL
EMPLOYMENT

HON. CHARLES B. RANGEL

OF NEW YORK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Monday, July 15, 1985

® Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, one of
the most important variables in deter-
mining the level of poverty is the un-
employment rate. This past week, the
U.S. Department of Labor statistics
for June showed that the civilian un-
employment rate has consistently re-
mained at 7.3 percent since February.
There will be no new surges of recov-
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ery for our Nation in the forthcoming
months and unemployment statistics
will remain bleak.

A recent statement on unemploy-
ment by the president of the National
Urban League, Mr. John Jacob was
largely overlooked by the dailies;
many did not notice the significance of
his early warnings. Mr. Jacob said that
the U.S. joblessness rate was ‘“not
normal,” that the minority unemploy-
ment rate, currently at 14 percent, was
“disproportionate,” and factory jobs
were dangerously decreasing and
“lags"” behind the recent mild econom-
ic boom in the service industries.

The Labor Department is correct.
Mr. Jacob is correct. Our economy is
not creating enough jobs for all those
who want to work; the number of
people in poverty will increase; largely
female and disproportionately black. A
change in our labor policies is not only
desirable but necessary. Let's put
America back to work.

I submit the following article for in-
clusion in the CoNGRESSIONAL RECORD.

UNEMPLOYMENT STILL ToP ISSUE

It is dangerous for the nation to think
that the current economic prosperity means
there's no unemployment problem anymore.
In fact, unemployment is a serious problem
that could grow to more than that at the
first sign of a cyclical downturn.

And for the Black Americans, whose un-
employment rate is stuck at the 16 percent
level, doing something about Depression-
level unemployment rates is the top priori-
ty.
Unfortunately, most Americans wouldn't
agree.

They know that overall unemployment is
down to the seven percent range, and they
are told that seven percent represents
“normal” unemployment. There’s a dim rec-
ognition that minority joblessness is a bit
higher, and that some manufacturing re-
gions have high unemployment. But that's
about the extent of the general public's per-
ception.

But seven percent isn't “normal.” Just a
decade or so ago it would have been seen as
recession-level unemployment and “normal”
was more properly defined at about four
percent of the workforce.

Seven percent unemployment translates
into about eight million people officially un-
employed—and almost as many “unofficial-
1y" jobless, since they are willing and able to
work but can't find full-time jobs. Blacks
are disproportionately among those who are
jobless, with rates well over double the
white jobless rate.

In considering the unemployment issue, it
is important to understand that while the
economy is creating an astounding 300,000
jobs every month it is not creating enough
jobs to employ all who want to work.

And many of those jobs aren't full-time—
they're part-time jobs. The government
counts all part-time work, even an hour a
week, as a job. So the statistics mask what
would otherwise be seen as a serious prob-
lem.,

Some twenty percent of all U.S. jobs are
part-time, and that share of all jobs is
rising. Most part-time workers want to work
part-time, but some six million do not—they
want to work full-time and accept part-time
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work because they have no other alterna-
tive.

Wages for part-time work are generally
lower, and most such positions offer no
fringe benefits. In Europe, where part-time
work is also very extensive, the lack of
fringes isn't as important since there is a
fully-developed government social welfare
net that includes family allowances, medical
care insurance and housing subsidies.

But in the U.S. where social benefits are
limited, there is no such compensation for
part-time workers. So increasingly, workers
are forced into the bottom tier of a two-tier
job market. The more fortunate and skilled
enjoy full-time jobs and benefits, and an in-
creasing number are consigned to part-time,
low-skill, no benefit jobs.

That bottom tier of the job market is also
home to the bulk of black workers, who are
disportionately found among low-wage occu-
pations, in involuntary part-time positions,
and in troubled industries being hit by
import competition.

And despite the booming economy, facto-
ry employment still lags and Americans are
losing traditional opportunities for low and
moderate-skill jobs in industry.

Rather than simply assuming there's no
unemployment problem, then, it makes
more sense to confront the facts and design
an approach to creating true full employ-
ment—with full-time opportunities for
people who traditionally suffer high unem-
ployment, and for those displaced by the
permanent downturn in manufacturing.e

HELD HOSTAGE TO HANDGUNS
HON. EDWARD J. MARKEY

OF MASSACHUSETTS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Monday, July 15, 1985

® Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, I
would like to call to the attention of
my colleagues an extremely insightful
and important article by Dorothea
Morefield with regard to gun control
legislation.

In the following editorial, Mrs.
Morefield elaborates on the horror
and the hurt felt by herself and
shared by many others who have simi-
larly suffered in the loss of a loved one
due to weaknesses in gun control legis-
lation. Last Tuesday the U.S. Senate
rejected the pleas of Mrs. Morefield
and others like her to strengthen our
gun laws. Stronger gun control would
serve to save the lives of many inno-
cent victims by placing more stringent
requirements on those who seek to
own handguns. I urge my colleagues to
take the time to read this article
before we consider any legislation that
would weaken our gun control laws.
Hewp HosTAGE TO HANDGUNS—MY HUSBAND

SURVIVED IRAN, BUT MY SoN Was SHoOT IN

ANNANDALE

(By Dorothea Morefield)

Thirty-nine hostages were released from
Beirut. Seven more Americans remain cap-
tive. One American is dead. Terrorist at-
tacks continue around the world. Every day,
new victims of world violence make the
headlines of our papers and lead the
evening newscasts.

My husband, Richard, was one of the 53
American hostages held in Iran for 444
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days, so our family more than most Ameri-
can families, can feel the anguish of today’s
American hostages. But it might surprise
you to know that I identify most with the
family of Robert Stethem, whose son did
not return from Beirut. Because I, too, lost
a son in a senseless act of violence.

My son’s murder did not make national
headlines. Nor do the deaths of some 20,000
other handgun victims each year. But Rich
Morefield's story is just as chilling—and just
as worthy of national attention.

My 19-year-old son was working part-time
in a Roy Rogers restaurant in Annandale.
One Friday night he didn’t come home from
work. That was unlike Rick. He was a happy
and responsible young man. He loved his
family, told us wherever he was going and
never gave us reason to Worry.

The next morning, I went to the restau-
rant and was told by police that my eldest
son, my firstborn, had been murdered, shot
in the back of the head, executed.

The robber had hidden in the restroom
past closing time, He was given all the avail-
able cash without resistance but then he
herded all four remaining employes (and
one of their relatives) into the back freezer
and made them all lie face down on the
floor. They offered no resistance. But he
emptied his handgun into the back of their
heads. In case that wasn’'t enough, he re-
loaded and did it again. And then a third
time.

You may feel anger or pain or grief or
horror as you read this. I feel them all as I
write it. But if you are to share in my ongo-
ing nightmare, you must feel more.

Close your eyes and put yourself in that
freezer with blood and brains and human
tissue everywhere and your loving, innocent,
caring child lying slaughtered on the floor.
Feel the terror he must have felt. And try
to understand a death so senseless that it
defies understanding.

As uncomfortable as the thoughts may
make you, remember how lucky you are.
You can put this newspaper down and put
Rick Morefield out of your mind.

My husband says of all the drama, excite-
ment, and horror of his 444 days as a hos-
tage held at gunpoint by Iranian terrorists,
one moment will be burned forever into his
mind long after all else fades. Richard must
forever live with the moment that his cap-
tors in Tehran, knowing nothing of our
son's murder in Virginia, took him to a base-
ment room, blindfolded him, tied his hands,
put the cold steel of a handgun against the
back of his head and pulled the trigger. The
gun was not loaded, It was a scare tactic.

While he was being led to the basement,
Richard thought of Rick. Feeling the gun,
Richard prayed for Rick, and for us, believ-
ing that we would once again suffer the
pain of mourning a senseless violent death.

Our hostage story, the story of the More-
fields, received a lot of attention. But it is
no more tragic than the 50 handgun deaths
that occur every day in this country. Fifty
Americans killed with handguns every
single day of every month of every year.

It's as If the 39 American hostages in
Beirut, rather than being freed, were exe-
cuted en masse. It's as if the same thing
happened tomorrow and the next day and
the next day and the next. Every day for
the rest of our lives,

The irony is striking. Richard Morefield
Sr. survived 444 days as a hostage of terror-
ists loyal to a madman in a land of incredi-
ble violence. Richard Morefield Jr. did not
survive the handgun of a single robber in a
family restaurant here at home in this land
of peace and liberty.
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Despite public pleadings, Congress has re-
fused to do anything about America’s hand-
gun terrorism. While we focus our national
attention on werld terrorism, we ignore our
domestic plight: 20,000 Americans killed
every year with handguns.

In the horror surrounding the Beirut hos-
tage crisis, our politicans are missing a valu-
able lesson. We must stop violence wherever
it occurs, And yet last Tuesday, the United
States Senate voted, not to strengthen
America's handgun laws, but to weaken
what few federal laws exist to keep hand-
guns out of the wrong hands.

The National Rifle Association-backed
McClure Gun Decontrol Bill (S. 49) seeks to
repeal much of the 1968 Gun Control Act,
passed after the assassinations of Martin
Luther King Jr. and Robert F. Kennedy.
Representatives of every major law-enforce-
ment organization in America came to
Washington to ask the Senate to stand up
for the police—to vote to strengthen our
gun laws. Instead, the Senate rejected the
pleas of the law-enforcement community to
satisfy the demands of the NRA's Washing-
ton lobbyists.

When the U.S. Senate began voting on
this bill, I prayed they would remember
Rick Morefield and the hundreds of thou-
sands of other Americans who have been
killed with handguns. Instead, the Senate
mocked my family’s tragedy, ignored our
police and knuckled under to NRA pressure.

The battle over this bill is far from over.
House acton has yet to begin. And our ef-
forts as a nation may yet convince our law-
makers that we must work to keep hand-
guns out of the wrong hands. The hostages
in Iran and Beirut reminded us of how hard
our nation will work to save precious Ameri-
can lives overseas. It is now left to the U.S.
House of Representatives to show that the
lives of our citizens here at home are just as
important.e

NANCY KORMAN CONTRIBUTES
MUCH TO COMMUNITY

HON. BARNEY FRANK

OF MASSACHUSETTS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Monday, July 15, 1985

@ Mr. FRANK. Mr. Speaker, being an
elected official in America today has
its good points and its bad points. For
the great majority of us, the good
points greatly outweigh the bad ones,
which is why we not only keep our
jobs, but fight hard to do so.

One of the best of the good points is
the support we get from some extraor-
dinary individuals who, because of
their dedication to a particular view of
the public good expend a great deal of
their own time, energy, and money on
our behalf. I have been especially for-
tunate during my career to have been
the recipient of a great deal of advice
and help from a woman whom I
admire greatly, Nancy Korman. Her
intelligence, her dedication to various
good causes, her organization skills,
her sense of humor, and her political
insight make her an invaluable citizen.
An excellent example of her insight
recently appeared in a column she
wrote for the Boston Herald on the in-
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excusable sexism that still operates to
keep women off corporate boards.

And I was very pleased to read re-
cently in the Jewish Advocate of
Boston an article which gives some
sense of the quality of this remarkable
person and I ask that both articles be
printed here.

OLp Boy NETWORE LIVEs
(By Nancy Eorman)

I have a mission. It is my personal cru-
sade. Before I die I would like to see women
well represented on America’s corporate
boards. As of now, there are occasional
women board members; however, despite
our presence in the general population, we
are not often found in those very meeting
places where serious business decisions are

Women shop, but they are not on the cor-
porate boards of large retail operations.

Women are regularly involved with food
products, yet they do not participate in any
of the decisions that food companies make.
Women do have something relevant to con-
tribute. Women are sensitive and aware of
marketing strategies, corporate images and
public relations. They can make decisions
that will lead to improved products and in-
creased sales.

Corporate America is run by men who
firmly believe that only members of the old
boy network have anything of value to
offer. Chief executive officers will tell you
exactly what they want in a corporate board
member. Most men don't want anyone who
resembles a female,

Those in charge of selection or nomina-
tion never say anything like, “I don’'t want a
woman!” Rather, they coolly declare that
they will only consider a chief executive of-
ficer with 25 years of line experience and an
advanced degree in financial planning.

When women do qualify on paper, other
barricades are quickly put in their way. It is
a vicious cycle that is rarely broken.

Wouldn't some corporation appreciate a
woman who, despite family pressure and
very little financing, successfully created a
consulting firm that is alive and prosperous
after 15 years? Isn't there something valua-
ble about the unique experience of women
who have worked against the tide and
against the odds? Women, who have been
the cutting edge of the women’s movement,
have leadership and extraordinary courage.
They have prospered despite the absence of
role models or on-going encouragement,

Aren't the qualities of courage, tenacity
and spunk as American as apple pie? What
about the women who work at serious jobs
all day long and then come home and func-
tion as charming wives, negotiators and
mothers? How many men are gracious hosts,
nurturing partners and caring parents after
a long day of heavy competition? Doesn't
such flexibility say something about the
unique qualities of professional women?

I have approached corporate presidents at
dinners where the subject of the evening
was prejudice or, perhaps, civil rights. De-
spite the kindly atmosphere, corporate
giants still run away, at least mentally,
when I mention the composition of their
corporate boards,

I have been to dinners to recall the Holo-
caust, to remember Cambodia and to pro-
mote nuclear disarmament. Yet even in
such a tender and humane environment, no
one wants to hear about the rights of
women right here at home.
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A WoMAN'S PLACE Is IN THE COMMUNITY
(By Gladys Damon)

Nancy Korman, 43, has been making in-
fluential friends since she first arrived in
Boston in 1968. One of the ‘new breed' of
local Jewish women activists, the ex-New
Yorker is highly visible, and audible, at
many of the Hub's political and social
events, most notably those which coincide
with the Jewish agenda.

In an interview with the The Advocate at
her Newton home, where she and a partner
have operated their public-relations and
fund-raising organization, 760 Associates,
since 1970, Korman described her passion-
ate devotion to her “outside activities.”

“I am absolutely self-directed and have
always been active in Jewish organizations,”
states Korman who counts as one of her
special triumphs a trip to Israel which she
organized in 1976, when Cong. Barney
Frank and State Sen. Jack Backman both
visited that country for the first time.

“There is,” she asserts, “a natural connec-
tion between Judaism, politics and the
woman’s movement . . . . Each nurtures the
other.” The days of the ‘old boys network’
in Jewish organizations, according to
Korman, are over.

“I think women's issues clearly have had
an impact on the major Jewish organiza-
tions. We are taking leadership roles within
the organizations and bringing women’s
issues along with us. It's & package deal!”

Iustrative of this new trend is the recent-
ly-organized Career Women's Division of
the Combined Jewish Philanthropies, whose
leaders include Devra Lasen of the Beacon
Companies, attorney Ann-Louise Levine, de-
velopment specialist Myrna Schultz and
Provident Institution for Savings senior
vice-president Linda Lerner.

Other local Jewish women who have
seized leadership positions in Greater
Boston communal life include Rae Gins-
burg, president of the Jewish Community
Relations Council; Alexandra Moses, past
president of American Jewish Congress and
Naomi Banks, chairwoman of the Greater
Boston Chapter of the American Jewish
Committee,

“We are recapturing women who would
have been lost to the Jewish organizations
because we are programming our meetings
with an eye on the schedules and interests
of professional women,” Korman states.
“We are giving them substance and chal-
lenge, within a framework that is suitable to
the working woman.,"”

Frequently, Korman has donated her or-
ganizational energies to political candidates.
“All the candidates I support have had a
good position on Israel. My litmus test for
candidates includes three criteria: support
for Israel, women'’s issues and social issues,”
she says.

After arriving here in 1968, she was a vol-
unteer for Sen. Eugene McCarthy, then-can-
didate for the presidency. She also worked
with Jerome Grossman, through Americans
for Democratic Action, where she was &
board member, on behalf of Robert F. Drin-
an’s congressional campaign. Others she
supported include Congressman Barney
Frank and Senators Ted Kennedy and John
F. Kerry.

Transferring her talent for public speak-
ing to the Jewish community, Korman is
now a frequent guest at temple sisterhoods,
speaking on her favorite topic, Jewish
women's perspective on politics.

“Since 1962, I have been a fierce Zionist,”
she says, attributing her dedication to Israel
to a year-long stay at Kibbutz Hazorea.
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EKorman currently serves on the steering
committee of the CJP Career Women'’s Divi-
sion; as board member of the Israel Oceanic
Institute for the past 10 years; and pro-bono
consultant to the American Jewish Commit-
tee. She has been a member of Temple
Shalom, Newton, since 1970, where her two
sons, William, 15 and Ben, 12, attend reli-
glous school.

Korman is also recently remarried. Her
husband, Richard Glovsky, is chairman of
Newton’s Human Rights Commission and
also active In Jewish communal affairs,

It was no surprise, she says, that she mar-
ried an “activist Jewish lawyer.”

“T think one's social conscience can only
be activated through politics,” Korman con-
cludes, “and my social conscience is closely
bonded to Judaism.” @

AVOID OVERRELIANCE ON
ICBM'S

HON. JAE R. JONES

OF OKLAHOMA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Monday, July 15, 1985

® Mr. JONES of Oklahoma. Mr.
Speaker, before we brought the fiscal
year 1986 Defense authorization bill to
the floor, I questioned the wisdom of
committing ourselves to the Stealth
bomber, sight unseen. I am pleased
the gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr.
Synar] successfully amended that bill
to require the Secretary of Defense to
tell us just how much the Stealth
bomber will cost. Commonsense is not
as rare as sometimes it may seem.

I was also encouraged by the action
taken by the Armed Services Commit-
tee to initiate a new DOD review of
our bomber requirements. As I under-
stand the committee report, the De-
partment is to take a new look at the
original 1981 study which called for
100 B-1 bombers and about 132
Stealth bombers. I supported the com-
ments of the gentleman from New
York [Mr. StraTTON] When he said in
floor debate that if the new study calls
for a higher number of B-1 bombers,
then the study group should feel free
to make that recommendation, provid-
ed it is supported with a solid justifica-
tion.

In this vein, I want to bring to my
colleagues’ attention the comments of
a noted authority on the issue of our
strategic bomber force. Mr. Jeffrey
Record, formerly a defense aide to
Senator Sam NUNN of Georgia and now
a professor at Georgetown University,
warns in the Wall Street Journal that
we must look again at the manned
bomber. In his article “Avoid Overre-
liance on ICBM's,” Mr. Record points
out that we shall probably see a resur-
gence of the manned bomber, and that
ICBM’s will fade in importance as a
nuclear deterrent.

I commend Mr. Record'’s provocative
article to your attention.
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[From the Wall Street Journal, July 10,
1985]
Avorp OVERRELIANCE oN ICBM’s
(By Jeffrey Record)

Beneath the controversy over the MX
Missile and President Reagan’s “Star Wars"
plan to defend the U.S. against ballistic mis-
sile attack lies a profound but little-recog-
nized change now under way in the nuclear
arms race. Both technology and politics
seem to be combining to shift much of the
burden of deterring nuclear war away from
the ballistic missile and back toward the
manned bomber. Once believed a weapon
that would make the bomber obsolete, the
intercontinental ballistic missile (ICBM)
today faces several challenges that call into
serious question the wisdom of continued
reliance upon it as the mainstay of nuclear
deterrence.

Technological challenges include the
emergence of ground- and space-based de-
fenses capable of shooting down ICBMs in
flight, a task once thought to be impossible.
To be sure, such defenses offer no real pros-
pect of protecting entire populations against
saturation attacks directed against cities.
Even critics of Star Wars, however, concede
that present and obtainable anti-ballistic
missile (ABM) defenses, if deployed around
U.S. ICBM bases and other critical military
installations, could defeat a Soviet first
strike designed to knock out U.S. retaliatory
forces.

SoruTioNs ARE OBVIOUS

It is of course much easier to destroy
ICBMs before they are launched than after
they are in flight, and it is the issue of so-
called pre-launch survivability that for
years has cast the most doubt on the dura-
bility of ICBMs' deterrent value. Missiles
based in stationary silos, as are all U.S. and
most Soviet land-based ICBMs, can be
quickly destroyed by other missiles. The ac-

curacy of modern, multiple-warhead ICBMs
makes them their own worst enemy as long
as their location is known and they remain
motionless.

Solutions to this problem are obvious.
ICBMs could be placed on vehicles of one

kind or another and kept in constant
motion, thereby making it impossible for an
attacker to determine their precise location
at any given moment. Alternatively, ABM
defenses could be erected around present
ICBM fields. Or, the numbers of U.S. and
Soviet ICBMs and their warheads could be
negotiated down to levels that would deny
either side the capacity to launch a disarm-
ing first strike.

But it is here that politics have inter-
vened. Try as it has for over 15 years, the
U.S. has failed to obtain an arms-control
agreement effectively limiting the size of a
potential Soviet nuclear strike; indeed, not-
withstanding the SALT I and SALT II trea-
ties, the Soviets have added thousands of
new and increasingly accurate warheads to
their ICBM force and are now beginning to
deploy mobile land-based ICBMs. Moreover,
in agreeing to the 1972 ABM treaty, the
U.S. denied itself the option of deploying a
comprehensive anti-ballistic missile system;
and while some Reagan administration offi-
cials favor abandoning or renegotiating that
treaty, an attempt to do so would elicit
strong protest from Congress and among
North Atlantic Treaty Organization allies.

Worse still has been the failure of the
U.S., exemplified by the history of the MX,
to muster the political courage to deploy its
land-based ICBMs in a mobile mode. The
original MX program called for placing 200
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of the missiles in a “race track” system that
would keep them continuously shuttling
among 4,000 launch sites, many of them
fake. But the Reagan administration, caving
in to strong opposition from those Western
states where the MX was to be deployed,
stripped the program of much of its deter-
rent value by cutting the number of missiles
to 100 and deciding to stick them in vulnera-
ble existing silos. A disillusioned Congress is
now in the process of slashing the program
to:50 missiles.

Nor is there reason to believe that the
Midgetman, a small, single-warhead mobile
missile intended for deployment in large
numbers in the 1990s, will escape the fate of
the MX. Hailed by many as the ultimate fix
for the problem of land-based vulnerability,
the Midgetman by no means enjoys a secure
future. The political, environmental and
budgetary hurdles that have blocked all but
a token depoyment of MXs are likely to
prove more than sufficient to gut a program
calling for deployment of 500 to 1,000 Midg-
etmans; many legistators who now favor the
Midgetman as an argument against the MX
will undoubtedly find reasons to vote down
the Midgetman too.

All this suggests a dim future for at least
one “leg” of the U.S. strategic triad of land-
based missiles, submarine-launched ballistic
missiles (SLBMs) and manned bombers. But
the submarine missile “leg” also faces a
number of problems. Leaving aside what-
ever damage the Walker family of spies may
have wreaked upon submarine operational
procedures, SLBMs (including the much
heralded Trident II missile) lack the preci-
sion and reliability of the most accurate
land-based missiles; and the difficulty of
communicating with submarines under
water could impede their command and con-
trol in time of crisis or war. Also, it is not
unreasonable to presume that the Soviet
Union will eventually develop a means of
detecting U.S. submarines, thereby compro-
mising their deterrent value.

This leaves the manned bomber. Bombers
possess several innate advantages over bal-
listic missiles. Bombers are recallable, reus-
able and impervious to “Star Wars"” de-
fenses. They can also be employed for tasks
other than simply “nuking” the Soviet
Union; bombers can and have been used in
naval and anti-shipping roles, for surveil-
lance and of course to deliver non-nuclear
bombing attacks on adversaries other than
the Soviet Union. In this regard they are far
more pertinent than nuclear missiles to the
more likely military threats confronting the
U.s.

Even as instruments of nuclear deterrence
and objects of arms control, bombers are
unique. Their comparatively slow speed pre-
cludes their use as first-strike weapons, and
it is for this reason that bombers are regard-
ed by supporters and opponents of arms
control alike as a stabllizing element in an
otherwise Increasingly less stable nuclear
balance. Conversely, the ability of modern
bombers to “scramble” quickly from their
bases and then to stay aloft for hours (and
even days with in-flight refueling) makes
them difficult to destroy in a first strike.

New technologies have moreover endowed
bombers with an expanded ability to pene-
trate even the toughest air defenses. Com-
plementing new air-launched suppressive
weapons are the so-called “stealth” technol-
ogies, which promise to make bombers virtu-
ally invisible to radar. Consisting in part of
radical innovations In aircraft design and of
novel materials that absorb rather than re-
flect radar beams, these technologies al-
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ready have been substantially incorporated
in the B-1B bomber (not to be confused
with the B-1A canceled by President
Carter) and are slated for comprehensive
application in the follow-on stealth bomber.

Thus, at a time when technology and poli-
tics are conspiring against the ICBM, they
appear to be giving the manned bomber a
new lease on life.

EGGS IN ONE BASKET

This judgment should not be overdrawn.
It would be dangerous to place all of one’s
nuclear eggs in a single basket, and ballistic
missiles are for the rest of the century
likely to remain the paramount means of
delivering intercontinental nuclear war-
heads. This is especially true for the Soviet
Union, which has invested far more heavily
in ICBMs than the U.S. has, and which
brooks no domestic or allied political opposi-
tion to its military decisions.

For the U.S.,, however, a reassessment of
its current strategic nuclear force modern-
ization program may be in order. That pro-
gram currently includes the needed develop-
ment and production of 232 new bombers
(100 B-1Bs and 132 stealths) as replace-
ments for the aging B-52s, many of which
are now older than the pilots who fly them.
But current policy focuses primarily on the
acquisition of up to 1,530 new ballistic mis-
siles (50 MXs, 500 to 1,000 Midgetmans and
480 Trident II SLBMs). Given the problems
facing the U.S. ballistic missile force and
the manned bomber’'s greater operational
flexibility and political attractiveness, a
combination of more bombers—the original
B-1 program called for 244 aireraft, not
100—and fewer missiles might better pro-
mote deterrence of nuclear war.e

DIVESTMENT IN SOUTH AFRICA:
THE MORALITY OF BUSINESS
AS USUAL

HON. CHARLES B. RANGEL

OF NEW YORK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Monday, July 15, 1985

® Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, the
question of divestment has been debat-
ed extensively in academic, business,
and political circles. This debate has
essentially taken two paths: The moral
argument and the economic argument.

Underlying each argument is the
question of what the practical conse-
guences would be in South Africa if
American companies were to divest.
Those who use the economic argument
cite the possibility of black unemploy-
ment as a rationale against divest-
ment. They posit that an American
presence will influence Pretoria to end
apartheid by example.

I do not agree with this position, Mr
Speaker, because it ignores the moral
stigma that attaches simply by doing
business with apartheid. It seems to
assume that business is business, and
that no linkage exists between the im-
mortality of racial repression and lais-
sez faire investment. This is a danger-
ous proposition, one that will only en-
courage Pretoria.

I would like to submit the following
article for inclusion in the CONGRES-
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SIONAL REecorp. I do so in the hope
that American companies will inject
an element of morality into their
boardroom discussions.

[From the Wall Street Journal, July 8,
1985]

SoUTH AFRICA AND A SYMBOL’S STRENGTH
(By Donald W. Shriver Jr.)

“Business people like to say that the
‘bottom line' determines their decisions,” re-
marked an Atlanta businessman to me some
years ago. ‘But in the end they decide a lot
of things by asking, ‘Is it right or wrong?'
Only they don't want to admit that they
think that way.”

I know one man who is willing to admit it
privately, the chief executive officer of a
major U.S. company. Not long ago his com-
pany was a leading candidate for a contract
to build a new South African manufacturing
plant that would provide for governmental
needs. The officers of the company decided
not to submit a bid on the contract. Why?
“Because,” said the chief executive, “it
would have contradicted the character of
our company—what we have long tried to
teach our employees to stand for. We would
have been directly supporting apartheid.”

The plant is now being built by a West
German firm. Does this make the U.S. com-
pany's action a powerful symbol or a useless
gesture?

To phrase the question this way is to sug-
gest an age-old conflict over how humans
should define the “moral” element in their
behavior. The issue is: Are we most moral
when we do good, get results, achieve our
purposes? Or when we act rightly, perform
an obligation, observe a principle?

The issue is profoundly relevant to the
debate now going on over divestment of
stock in companies doing business in South
Africa. Virtually all American parties to the
debate agree that apartheid is a moral
abomination. The bottom-line theory moves
from this agreement to ask, “What is the
most effective means to the abolition of
apartheid?”

For 15 years some of us have issued stock-
holder resolutions and more recently have
supported the Sullivan Principles in the
hope that various forms of workplace deseg-
regation would help undermine politically
enforced racial injustice in South Africa.
But apartheid remains, an insult to prag-
matic activists who see 15 years as a long
time. Some are now wondering if more law-
breaking by corporations—allowing the fam-
ilies of workers to live with them in restrict-
ed zones or hiring blacks for whites-only
jobs—in South Africa might pull the linch-
pin on the system, an argument for continu-
ing a certain kind of corporate presence
there. Meantime, the revolutionary radicals
scorn this attempt to overthrow colossal po-
litical evil by pygmy economic nibbling. Vio-
lence, they say, is the only means to real
change in South Africa.

What all these shades of strategic opinion
have in common is their means-ends way of
reasoning, their utilitarianism. The longer
they wrestle with the intransigence of
South Africa, the more likely they will
stumble at the limits of utility as a guide to
human behavior in complex circumstances.
How do we act when the desired results are
indefinitely delayed? When they remain un-
predictable? Or when unanticipated conse-
quences of present action contradict and ac-
tually hinder achievement of a goal?

At this point the defenders of “right
against wrong" step up with apparent deliv-
erance from the murk of utilitarian moral
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relativism. Little in human life, they say,
yields to precise calculation of results. Su-
premely is it so in politics. Moreover, it de-
means the dignity of humans to press their
moral consciences into the vise of calcula-
tion. If we always have to wait for the jury
of results to come in, we may wait for a long
time; and we shall not meantime credit our-
selves with the ability to do anything right-
in-itself.

When they hear such reasoning, the prag-
matic opponents of the “moralizers” fall
easily into verbal abuse: “Don't you care
what actually happens for good and ill in
the lives of people? Are you willing to settle
for mere symbols?” The counterreply to this
is certain: “What is so ‘mere’ about symbols?
Let us raise a standard to which the wise
and just may repair! Let us raise an unam-
biguous cry against the wrong of this
thing!"”

Argument dissolves as exclamations multi-
ply. My own view is that each side of this ar-
gument needs the other. Neither would be
well-advised to treat the other as not
“really” moral. Neither, in fact, despises
principles or results—each assigns a differ-
ent priority to the two. My guess is that
human societies change with the help of
both parties to the argument. Politics needs
the pragmatists; without them, we might
lose some of our energy for the actual elimi-
nation of certain evils. Politics needs its
“high ground” principles and symbols, too.
If not, why would we be spending millions
of dollars to repair the Statue of Liberty,
and why our recent furious national contro-
versy over the Bitburg cemetery?

I am a person who has shifted camps in a
recent debate over divestment on my own
campus. I know that neither the presence of
American corporations in South Africa nor
divestment by their stockholders is likely to
shatter apartheid. But the times may be
ripe for actions-from-principle in this
matter.

Ironically, people who defer to principle
over consequences have sometimes done as
much as the strategic calculators to change
human history. From the Boston Tea Party
to Rosa Parks, the symbolraisers have some-
times done more than they anticipated.

Bishop Desmond Tutu says that he first
considered becoming a priest the day in his
childhood when a white minister doffed his
hat to Tutu’s mother. Tutu's Nobel Peace
Prize was itself a short of world-class hat-
doffing to his struggle for change in South
Africa. Such symbols, like principles, have
power.@

WILLIS CONOVER'S VOA SHOWS:
MAKING AMERICA FRIENDS
ABROAD

HON. JIM COURTER

OF NEW JERSEY
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Monday, July 15, 1985

® Mr. COURTER. Mr, Speaker, for
the Voice of America, “Telling Ameri-
ca’'s Story Abroad” involves much
more than news about politics. One
special program, on jazz, attracts an
audience of some 100 million, the larg-
est for any regular international
broadcast in history.

Willis C. Conover, Jr., is the broad-
caster. For three decades he has been
s0 impressing listeners with his selec-
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tions and commentaries that he is
better known abroad then most Ameri-
can statesmen.

Reader’s Digest has published an ex-
cellent portrait of Mr. Conover, musi-
cologist and unaccredited diplomat. I
think my colleagues will enjoy it but,
more to the point, they will be quick
to see what a fine thing Conover's
Voice of America shows are for
making friends for America abroad.

THE WORLD'S FAVORITE AMERICAN
(By Lawrence Elliott)

When Willis Conover speaks, 100 million
people listen. He touts nothing but music—
jazz and popular standards—yet a Latin
American diplomat once said he was Ameri-
ca’'s best emissary of good will. He is not a
musician, but he has presided over music
festivals from Rio de Janeiro to Bombay. He
has been credited with inspiring the revival
of jazz in the post-Stalin U.S.8.R. Yet when
some Soviet youths mentioned his name re-
cently to a visitor from the United States,
the response was, “Willis who?”

Only an American would need ask; to
much of the world he is America. For some
30 years, Willis Clark Conover, Jr., an ency-
clopedia of 20th-century music, has been
the incarnation of “Music USA,” an eight-
times-weekly Voice of America radio pro-
gram with the largest audience of any con-
tinuing international broadcast in history.
When his theme, a Duke Ellington record-
ing of Billy Strayhorn's “Take the ‘A’
Train,” comes over the airwaves, shops
empty and streets fall silent as jazz buffs
congregate around shortwave sets.

Because law forbids the Voice's broadcast-
ing to the United States, only a tight circle
of American jazz fans has heard of Conover.
Yet two weeks after he invited listeners to
form “Friends of Music USA" clubs, 1300
chapters had been organized around the
world.

Nowhere does his star burn brighter—es-
pecially among young people—than in the
nations of the Soviet bloc. For millions in
the Communist world, “Music USA” is an
integral part of daily life, and their letters
to Conover are both touching and revealing.
“You are a source of strength when I am
overwhelmed by pessimism, my dear idol,”
wrote one young Russian.

When Conover began working for the
Voice he was the oniy link to jazz for most
listeners and professional musicians across
Eastern Europe. Many secretly recorded his
program and mastered techniques from it.
One exuberant Russian musician on whom
Conover had never laid eyes charged up to
him at an Eastern European jazz festival
and cried, “Villis! You are my father!"”

It is spring 1959, and Conover has just ar-
rived in Poland for his first visit. Through
the plane window he sees a cluster of digni-
taries at the foot of the ramp, and beyond
the police barriers and the airport fence, an
immense crowd, obviously waiting for some
VIP—maybe Khrushchev, he thinks. But
when Conover steps through the open door
of the plane, the crowd breaks into a sus-
tained cheer, and it dawns on him: though
there has been no official notice of his visit,
nothing but some remarks he had made on
the air about his itinerary, the crowd is
waliting for him!

Last fall, on the 25th anniversary of that
first trip, Conover returns to Warsaw. As is
the case whenever he visits Poland, he is
mobbed by fans, honored by ceremonies. An
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American diplomat cables Washington that
Conover's reception can be described only as
“incredible.”

The stature of this 64-year-old urbane
professional stems from the fact that he
“knows the music,” to use the jazz players’
ultimate accolade. His formula for the pro-
gram Is to play the best and to confine his
commentary to the subject at hand—with-
out the happy-talk patter associated with
disc jockeys. He has never considered it his
job to sell the world on America or even on
jazz. “The music speaks for itself,” he says.

Conover sees jazz as a reflection of the
American way. Jazz musicians accept the
fundamentals of tempo and key, but beyond
that they are at liberty to express them-
selves, improvising as they go. What they
play is a musical version of free speech. It
mocks authoritarian impluses. For political-
ly repressed listeners, jazz is a heady whiff
of freedom, and Willis Conover is its herald.

“I am not trying to overthrow govern-
ments,” he says. “I am just sending out
something wonderfully creative and human.
If its makes people living under repressive
Iregimes stand up a little straighter, so be
L.

The son of an army officer, Conover at-
tended a dozen different schools before he
was 14. In one of them, he acted the part of
a radio announcer in a class play, and his
life's course was set. In 1939 Conover, then
18, went to work for a small-town radio sta-
tion, doing news bulletins, man-in-the-street
interviews and disc-jockey shows. When he
grew bored with the available records, he
borrowed from a nearby music store. Before
he even knew what jazz was, he selected
records of Louis Armstrong, Duke Ellington
and Jimmie Lunceford—men whose music
touched him in a special way. Moving on to
stations in Washington, D.C., he continued
to play that music.

After Army service in World War II, Con-
over began promoting jazz concerts in the
Washington area. The city was segregated
then, and most musicians were black. But
color-blind enthusiasts came to the little
clubs where Conover featured jazz giants,
black and white—Charlie Parker, Thelon-
ious Monk, Coleman Hawkins, Buddy Rich,
Stan Getz. Conover was out to prove that
jazz was American's greatest contribution to
20th-century music, and in the process he
helped desegregate the nation’s capital.

In 1954, Conover heard that the Voice of
America was looking for someone to conduct
a jazz program, and he applied. After the
first broadcast of “Music USA"” on January
6, 1955, there were critics. Some members of
Congress cited constituents’ complaints that
exporting jazz was flaunting a deformation
of American culture and was a waste of tax
dollars. But Conover, who produces his pro-
grams under contract and has never become
a government employee, had won a promise
that no one was ever going to tell him not to
play that kind of record. “If you don't like
what I've done,” he simply told his bosses,
“don't renew my contract.” Thirty renewals
later, “Music USA"” is the Voice's headline
attraction, and Conover has received glow-
ing tributes from U.S. Congressmen and
Presidents.

It is April 28, 1969, Duke Ellington's T0th
birthday, and Conover has arranged a glit-
tering black-tie dinner for 140 at the White
House, After Ellington is presented with the
Presidential Medal of Freedom, America's
highest civilian award, President Nixon asks
emcee Conover, “What do we do now?”
With so many of the world’s most eminent
jazzmen assembled, Conover says a jam ses-
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sion might be appropriate. “Mr. Conover
says we're going to have a jam session,”
Nixon announces, then goes off to bed. But
the wail of horns and the pounding of
drums go on until 2:30 a.m.

The man who is better known abroad
than the American Secretary of State likes
his anonymity at home. He just shows up at
VOA every working day, often carrying a
stack of tapes and records. Everything he
plays on the air comes from his own collec-
tion—which numbers some 60,000 items.

To Conover, each jazz program is an
entity that relates to the one before and the
one following. And each has a central idea,
mood and structure. “It’s the same process a
composer follows in developing a sympho-
ny,” he says. “There has to be a theme, vari-
ations movement toward a climax.” He
laughs at the apparent presumption.
“Maybe it’s more like a recipe—if the cook
knows what he’s doing, what comes out of
the stove should taste better than any
single ingredient.”

His contribution is the difference between
a disc jockey, a designation he despises, and
a scholar of contemporary music, which is
what he is. His remarks on the music and its
performers are offered with the authority
of a man who has spent a lifetime studying
music and being friends with the ranking
jazz musicians of our time.

It is the summer of 1982, and Conover is
in Moscow, accompanying touring jazz musi-
cians. They bring the first live American
music to the U.S.8.R. since the onset of the
East-West freeze more than three years
before, and though their arrival goes unre-
ported in the Soviet press, 500 people elbow
their way into a 400-seat auditorium to hear
them play.

Conover steps to the microphone to intro-
duce the musicians. He gets as far as “Good
evening” before the crowd erupts into
cheers. One Muscovite reaches up to kiss his
hand and says, “If there is a god of jazz, it is
you.”

Conover is a complex personality with
strong convictions. The more he travels
abroad the more intensely American he
feels. He believes, with Winston Churchill,
that democracy is the worst possible form of
government—except for all the others. Of
communism he says succinctly, “I have seen
it not work.”

Asked if there will ever be rock music on
“Music USA,” he replies, “Right now rock is
an adolescent fertility rite, a panting at-
tempt to be honest. Music should express
some feelings that go beyond lust and
saving the whales.” (Rock is featured on
other VOA programs.)

Why, with his love of music, hasn't he
learned to play an instrument? “I've heard
too much good music,” he says with a grin.
“I couldn't stand to practice for years and
years knowing I'd never be better than me-
diocre.”

8o for three decades now, the good music
he has heard has been passed on, along with
his mellifluous commentaries, penetrating
the night around the world.

“The world changes,” a listener once
wrote. “Leaders dle, governments fall, but
every night you turn on the radio and
there’s Willis. Thank God!"e

July 15, 1985
A TRIBUTE TO DISNEYLAND

HON. ROBERT K. DORNAN

OF CALIFORNIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Monday, July 15, 1985

® Mr. DORNAN of California. Mr.
Speaker, I rise to pay tribute to Dis-
neyland on the occasion of its 30th an-
niversary which will be on Wednesday,
July 17.

America has seen many changes
since Disneyland first opened its doors
back in 1955. Cultural phenomenons
have come and gone; progress in the
sciences has dulled our imaginations;
and we have suffered a divisive war in
a far off land that made many ques-
tion the very value system upon which
our great Nation was founded.
Through it all, however, Disneyland
never lost its lustre nor its relevance.

It has been, and remains, a place
where one can leave the problems of
everyday modern life behind and
escape into a world inhabited by de-
lightful characters, such as Mickey
Mouse and Donald Duck, who have
never entertained a mean or an unwor-
thy thought. It is a special place that
is uniquely American.

When Walt Disney first decided to
build Disneyland, little did he know
that his creation would become an in-
tegral part of the American experi-
ence. Each year millions of people
from all over the world stream
through the gates at Disneyland.
When they leave, they feel a little
better about themselves and about
their fellow man. If we have had a
better goodwill ambassador than Dis-
neyland the past 30 years, I would like
to know who it is.

Disneyland has also led the way in
promoting family wvalues and has
taught youngsters countless important
civic and moral lessons that they are
apt to remember throughout their life.
After all, when Mickey talks, young-
sters listen.

I am proud to represent Disneyland
in Congress and am proud to be able
to say that I am attending the 30th
anniversary of this great American in-
stitution.

Thirty years ago at the grand open-
ing, there was a gentleman who par-
ticipated in the Disneyland ceremonies
who later became somewhat famous in
his own right. I am speaking, of
course, about our President, Ronald
Reagan.

I am sure I speak for countless
Americans when I wish Disneyland
continued success and continued
growth. It is a shining example of the
values that made our country great
and I urge my colleagues, indeed all
Americans, to visit the park this year
for an experience they will never
forget. ®
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INTERNATIONAL SECURITY AND
DEVELOPMENT COOPERATION
ACT OF 1985

HON. RICHARD ARMEY

OF TEXAS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, July 10, 1985

The House in Committee of the Whole
House on the State of Union had under con-
sideration the bill (H.R. 1555) to amend the
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, the Arms
Export Control Act, and the Agricultural
Trade Development and Assistance Act of
1954, to authorize development and security
assistance programs for fiscal year 1986, and
for other purposes.
® Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
strong support of Congressman Low-
ERY’'S effort to condemn the ruthless
and uncaring manner in which Chair-
man Mengistu has dealt with the
famine crisis in Ethiopia.

The death and suffering taking
place in Africa is shocking, and the
United States must act immediately to
counter the brutal effects of the
famine. While I strongly support the
appropriation of immediate United
States assistance to drought stricken
countries throughout Africa, I believe
we must do all we can to prevent the
use of U.S. funds to help Chairman
Mengistu consolidate his totalitarian
regime in Ethiopia. Mengistu has been
systematically using the famine to de-
stroy his political opposition by de-
populating areas in which they oper-
ate.

Presently, the main problem in
Africa is not a shortage of food, but
difficulties in transporting food and
supplies to those who need it. This is
due to the lack of cooperation evi-
denced by the Ethiopian Government,
and their unwillingness to allow Amer-
icans to take charge and distribute the
aid. I'm afraid this problem is out of
my hands. Let us hope that the Ethio-
pian people will see the ruthless and
uncaring nature of the Mengistu
regime and replace it with a more rep-
resentative government.

However, until they are able to do
so, we must voice our protest against
Chairman Mengistu and his ruling
party called the Dergue. Currently in
Ethiopia, 3 million people are in
danger of immediate starvation, 7.8
million suffer malnutrition, and an ad-
ditional 10 to 20 million are in serious
danger of starvation. I find it amazing
that all of this suffering is occurring
in a country with a total population of
43 million.

While the famine rages, Mengistu
and his Dergue continue to spend mil-
lions of dollars on luxurious perks for
the ruling clique. Recently, the Gov-
ernment of Ethiopia spent $100 mil-
lion on a one-week celebration of its
Marxist revolution. Included in the
tab was over $1 million for imported
scotch and wines, and $5 million for a
new statue of Lenin. Such wanton
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spending in the face of the famine
crisis is criminal.

But, the Ethiopian Government has
done more than simply ignore the
crisis by spending millions on alcohol,
parties, and statues. There is proof
that on at least two occasions, Ethiopi-
an authorities have stopped and con-
fiscated food and medical supplies des-
tined for Eritrea, an area of strong po-
litical opposition. There are also sever-
al independent reports from private
voluntary organizations and at least
one State Department report which
confirms the bombing of lines of refu-
gees, crops, and farm animals by
forces supported by the Ethiopian
Government.

Mengistu has also ordered several
measures, such as $12 per ton service
charge, which further delay the distri-
bution of the much needed aid. All of
these actions either directly or indi-
rectly negatively affect the chances of
aid getting to those who need it. Men-
gistu and his government are not
guilty of bringing on the drought, but
they are criminally guilty of exacer-
bating its disastrous effects.

Therefore, I rise in strong support of
Congressman LOWERY'S amendment to
condemn Chairman Mengistu and his
corrupt government for failure to deal
with the present famine crisis. I be-
lieve that Communist agricultural
policies are inherently inefficient and
provide no incentive for production.
These agricultural policies condemn
developing nations to chronic food
shortages and perpetual dependence
on other nations for food. But the ac-
tions of Chairman Mengistu are more
than mistaken; they are malicious. His
actions, and inactions, in dealing with
the famine crisis in Ethiopia have
been nothing short of criminal.

I urge the adoption of the amend-
ment. @

KANSAS CITY FESTIVAL
HONORS FIVE

HON. ALAN WHEAT

OF MISSOURI
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Monday, July 15, 1985

® Mr. WHEAT. Mr. Speaker, Kansas
City staged its annual Spirit Festivai
during the Independence Day holiday
weekend. The Spirit Festival has
become Kansas City’'s celebration of
itself, a 3-day carnival of music, food,
and fun for all of the city to enjoy.
Staged on the spacious grounds of the
Liberty Memorial, thousands of people
are able to experience the pleasures
that are America—jazz and country
music, hot dogs and barbecue, games
and fireworks. This year, more than
750,000 people came out to celebrate
Kansas City Spirit.

During the festivities, time was
taken to honor some citizens who have
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made significant contributions to
Kansas City. Five residents of Kansas
City received Spirit Awards for help-
ing to improve life in the city. All of
them, Mr. Willlam H. Dunn, Mrs.
Marie Evans, Mr. Paul Henson, Dr. Pa-
tricia McIlrath, and Mr. Willie Arthur
Smith, in their own special and unique
ways, have improved the guality of life
for the residents of Kansas City and
have truly defined the meaning of
community spirit.

Mr. William H. Dunn is president
and chairman of the board of J.E.
Dunn Construction Co. In his 10 years
in that capacity, Mr. Dunn has epito-
mized the stable, yet innovative, lead-
ership needed to nurture growth in
Kansas City. Recognized by the com-
munity as an outstanding individual,
Mr. Dunn was selected Mr. Kansas
City of 1982 by the Greater Kansas
City Chamber of Commerce for his
civic contributions.

The rich cultural traditions of a city
often can be found in the area’s artis-
tic displays. Marie Evans has been a
guiding force behind the city's arts
events as founder and producer of the
Kansas City Renaissance Festival. She
has also volunteered her time and
energy on behalf of the Symphony Or-
chestra, the Nelson-Atkins Museum,
Lyric Opera, the Kansas City Art In-
stitute, and the Minute Circle Friendly
House. Her efforts in promoting and
preserving the artistic traditions of
Kansas City deserve recognition.

Chairman of United Telecommuni-
cations, Inc., Mr. Paul Henson is con-
stantly devoting his energies to chari-
table organizations. He has been chair-
man of the Heart of America United
Way Campaign and president of the
Heart of America United Way. He
serves as a member of President’s Rea-
gan’s National Security Telecommuni-
cations Advisory Committee and just
recently resigned as Honorary Consul
of Sweden in the Kansas City region.
Combining his business talents with
an acute sense of community spirit,
Mr. Henson is a true leader in our
community.

The Missouri Repertory Theater has
won both national and international
acclaim since its inception in 1964. The
creative talents of Dr. Patricia A.
Mellrath are largely responsible for
the prominence of the Repertory The-
ater. A native of Kansas City, Ms.
Mecllrath returned home in 1954 to
become head of the UMKC Theater,
Speech and Radio Department. She
has attracted major philanthropic at-
tention to the Repertory and has had
the creative foresight and energy to
produce such extravagant successes as
“The Life and Adventures of Nicholas
Nickleby,” “A Christmas Carol"” and,
most recently, “Peter Pan.”

The most vibrant aspect of a city is
its young people. Willie Arthur Smith
has exemplified a commitment to
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Kansas City's youth for the last 15
years that serves as a standard for all
of us. As founder and director of “The
Marching Cobras,” Mr. Smith has
helped hundreds of our youths mature
into responsible adults. His creative
talents and drive have molded ‘“The
Marching Cobras” into an award-win-
ning ensemble recognized nationwide,
including in Washington, DC, since
their performance on the steps of the
U.S. Capitol in 1983. More than a
social studies teacher or director of
“The Marching Cobras,” Mr. Smith
has been a friend and father figure to
many of our city's youth.

Mr. Speaker, our country was forged
on the sense of community involve-
ment and spirit, a sense of neighbors
helping neighbors, Americans helping
Americans. Today, in Kansas City,
these five people are continuing that
tradition. They deserve our heartfelt
gratitude and praise, and in turn, we
should try to follow their example.@

SANDINISTA OPPRESSION OF
CHURCH IN NICARAGUA CON-
TINUES UNABATED

HON. HENRY J. HYDE

OF ILLINOIS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Monday, July 15, 1985

® Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, Comman-
dante Ortega and the Sandinista Com-
munist regime he heads continue their
oppression of the Nicaraguan Catholic
Church. The people of Nicaragua re-
joiced recently when Pope John Paul
II elevated Archbishop Miguel Obando
y Bravo of Managua to the College of
Cardinals. The Communist govern-
ment of Nicaragua, of course, did not
share the joy of the Nicaraguan
people. The Sandinistas’ Marxist ideol-
ogy does not tolerate the religious be-
liefs of free minds.

The Sandinista Ministry of Commu-
nications has commanded Nicaraguan
Catholic Radio to cease broadcasting
the cardinal’s masses or the Sandinis-
tas will seize the radio station.

In the United States, we enjoy the
freedom to worship and the freedom
of speech. We must stand with the
people of Nicaragua who struggle to
gain these freedoms against the die-
tates of a totalitarian Sandinista gov-
ernment imposed on them by force of
arms.

An article in the Washington Times
of July 3, 1985, details the Sandinista
suppression of broadcasts by Cardinal
Obando’s masses:

[From the Washington Times, July 3, 1985]
NicAaraGUA GaGs CLERIC'S BROADCASTS

MANAGUA, Nicaragua (UPI).—The govern-
ment renewed a ban yesterday on live radio
broadcasts of homilies given by Nicaragua's
Catholic cardinal, a long-time critic of the
Marxist government.

Six weeks ago, the Interior Ministry lifted
its 3-year-old prohibition of Catholic
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Radio’s live broadcasts of Cardinal Miquel
Obando y Bravo's homilies.

Nicaragua began press censorship in
March 1982, when resistance forces stepped
up attacks aimed at overthrowing the Sandi-
nista government.

But Capt. Nelba Cecilia Blandon, director
of the ministry’'s communications office,
sent a letter to the radio saying it must stop
the broadecasts.

“Because of the state of emergency, live
and direct transmissions [of Cardinal
Obando y Bravo's homilies] are not permit-
ted.”

Radio director the Rev. Bismarck Carballo
said Capt. Blandon also warned the radio
separately that if it publicized the cardinal’s
Masses, “I would not only order the closing
of Radio Catolica, but that we confiscate
it

Father Carballo said he sent a protest
letter to Capt. Blandon over “the abuse of
authority and the impudent violation of the
fundamental rights of freedom of expres-
sion and worship."”

In its Monday edition, the official daily
Barricada accused Cardinal Obando y Bravo
of meeting with “ultra-rightist politicians"
last Saturday and of having compared the
Sandinista leaders with communists.

The newspaper said he recently called on
Catholics “to not let their heads be cut off
by Russian communism that with the sickle
cuts the head and with the hammer crushes
it. Where can the country go with men
without heads?"e

ADMINISTRATION RECOMMEN-
DATIONS FOR REFORMING
ERISA TITLE VI SINGLE EM-
PLOYER TERMINATION INSUR-
ANCE PROGRAM

HON. MARGE ROUKEMA

OF NEW JERSEY
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Monday, July 15, 1985

® Mrs. ROUKEMA. Mr. Speaker,
today, Secretary of Labor William
Brock, as Chairman of the Pension
Benefit Guaranty Corporation, has
forwarded to the Congress the legisla-
tive recommendations supported by
the administration which are designed
to close certain loopholes existing
under ERISA title IV and to increase
the financing of the single-employer
termination insurance program.

I am today introducing the legisla-
tion containing those recommenda-
tions, entitled the Single Employer
Pension Plan Amendments Act of
1985, together with my colleague, Mr.
Jim JEFFORDS, the ranking member on
the Committee on Education and
Labor.

The nearly one-half billion-dollar
PBGC deficit, which is rapidly rising,
makes it clear that the single-employ-
er program needs both additional per-
mium revenue and structural reform.
The administration bill would increase
to $7.50 per annum the insurance pre-
mium paid to the PBGC by single-em-
ployer plans and would make substan-
tive changes in the program itself. The
premium increase and the reforms are
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urgently needed for the PBGC to con-
tinue to guarantee the financial secu-
rity of the single-employer insurance
program. This bill would also close the
door to unwarranted termination
claims by allowing only employers
that meet a distress test to terminate
their underfunded plans and transfer
the costs to other corporate premium
payers.

Generally, this legislation addresses
the shortcomings of the Title IV
Single-Employer Termination Insur-
ance Program in a fashion similar to
the three-bill package which Mr. CLay,
chairman of the Subcommittee on
Labor-Management Relations, and I
introduced on June 20 (H.R. 2811,
2812, and 2813). The dissimilarities in
the two approaches are not so great so
as to prevent a common ground from
being reached among those interested
in securing the benefits of employees
and retirees under terminated plans.

The Subcommittee on Labor-Man-
agement Relations will hold hearings
on these single-employer reform bills
next Tuesday, July 16, in room 2257,
Rayburn, beginning at 10 a.m. It is ex-
pected that the expedited basis on
which these hearings are being held
will result in their early markup
before the August recess.@

THE SOVIET FAILURE TO SUP-
PORT THE HELSINKI ACCORDS

HON. BRUCE F. VENTO

OF MINNESOTA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Monday, July 15, 1985

@ Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, in consid-
ering human rights violations in the
Soviet Union, the focus of the public
and we in Congress has been on the
Soviet refusal to allow refuseniks to
emigrate and the continued disregard
of the human rights of Soviet dissi-
dents.

Placing our focus on these Soviet
violations of the Helsinki accords is
important. Oftentimes these Soviet
citizens are in severe straits. They
have lost their jobs, have been exiled
and continually harassed and, in some
instances, have developed serious
health problems. While our efforts to
secure the release of these prisoners of
conscience are not always successful,
we must continue to bring public pres-
sure and world opinion to bear on the
current Soviet policies.

Of equal concern is the Soviet fail-
ure to live up to the Helsinki accords
provisions on the contacts and regular
meetings on the basis of family ties.

Mr. Speaker, this provision of the
Helsinki accords states:

In order to promote further development
of coniacts on the basis of family ties the
participating States will favorably consider

applications for travel with the purpose of
allowing persons to enter or leave their ter-
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ritory temporarily, and on a regular basis if
desired, in order to visit members of their
families.

Applications for temporary visits to meet
members of their families will be dealt with
without distinction as to the country of
origin or destination: existing requirements
of travel documents and visas will be applied
in this spirit. The preparation and issue of
such documents and visas will be effected
within reasonable time limits; cases of
urgent necessity—such as serious illness or
death—will be given priority treatment.
They will take such steps as may be neces-
sary to ensure that the fees for official
travel documents and visas are acceptable.

They confirm that the presentation of an
application concerning contacts on the basis
of family ties will not modify the rights and
obligations of the applicant or of members
of his family.

Despite this clear language, the
Soviet Union is denying visas to those
seeking to visit with their families in
the Soviet Union. I, as well as many of
my colleagues, have constituents who
legally emigrated from the Soviet
Union. Today when they seek to
return to the U.S.S.R. to visit family
and friends, their visa applications are
denied without any justification.

It is important that we in Congress
speak out against this Soviet violation
of the Helsinki accords. Earlier this
year, I wrote to our Secretary of State
to urge that the United States press
for a change in policy to allow for
family visits. I hope that my col-
leagues will join me in pressing for
this important change in Soviet
policy.e

SHORTER WORK WEEK
HON. JOHN CONYERS, JR.

OF MICHIGAN
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Monday, July 15, 1985

@ Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, at no
previous time during a cyclical eco-
nomic recovery has the unemployment
rate been so staggeringly high. While
the Department of Labor puts the
figure of unemployed persons at 8.3
million, 7.3 percent, the real figure is
closer to 14.5 million, 13 percent. His-
torically, this would have been consid-
ered a sign of crisis but under the cur-
rent administration it is largely ig-
nored.

This week I introduced H.R. 2933,
the Shorter Work Week Act of 1985. If
enacted, the bill would shorten the
standard statutory work week to a 4-
day week, 8-hour day, with double
time for overtime. This legislation is in
the spirit of the historical movements
to spread available work among all the
labor force—men, women and youth
and, not least, minorities. It would
create a full employment economy and
help eliminate the terrible conditions
of unemployment as experienced, for
instance, among our black youth,
whose unemployment rate still ex-
ceeds 40 percent.
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The costs to both human beings and
the economy of the persistently high
unemployment rates must be seen as
unacceptable. For every 1 percentage
increase in unemployment, it costs the
Federal Government approximately
$24 billion in terms of increased do-
mestic program expenditures and the
simultaneous loss of revenue, accord-
ing to the Congressional Budget
Office. This does not include the
human and economic costs, now well
documented, of impaired physical and
mental health, increases in crime, al-
coholism, suicide, drug abuse, child
abuse and the other social ills that af-
flict societies with high unemploy-
ment.

Indeed, the historical trend toward a
shorter work week has become wide-
spread in Europe as a method of pro-
viding both more jobs and more lei-
sure time. In this country, it would
create, at the very least, T million ad-
ditional jobs—jobs which, according to
virtually all of the historical and inter-
national analyses, would simultaneous-
ly spur industrial productivity. In ad-
dition, this proposal may represent
the most promising way to deal with
the seemingly intractable budget defi-
cit. With full employment, the welfare
rolls would drop, Federal expenditures
would be dramatically lowered, and
the tax base would be considerably
broadened.

It is fallacious to believe that the
current policies will deal adequately

with the unemployment problem and
its attendant social and fiscal ills. Ap-
proximately 5 million fewer jobs were
created in the past 4 years than in the
previous 4. Also, other traditional indi-
cators are at historical lows for a cycli-
cal economic recovery.

Today, the Nation faces a long term
unemployment problem which tran-
scends cyclical changes in the econo-
my. The gap between economic recov-
ery and employment recovery contin-
ues to widen with each subsequent re-
cession, with the most recent down-
turn witnessing nearly an ll-percent
unemployment rate. This trend is ex-
acerbated by the shift from the manu-
facturing sectors to the service sectors.

The current fiscal and monetary
policies, coupled with the long devel-
oping structural changes, are creating
an actual deindustrialization of Amer-
ica and forcing large and disparate dis-
placement in major regions of the
country. There are few other propos-
als that I know of that could deal with
our chronic unemployment problem in
such a comprehensive and justicious
manner, without appropriating any
Federal funds. It is an idea whose time
has come.@
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EXPAND THE SWING BED
PROGRAM IN RURAL HOSPITALS

HON. BYRON L. DORGAN

OF NORTH DAKOTA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Monday, July 15, 1985

® Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota. Mr.
Speaker, under current Federal law,
rural hospitals with fewer than 50
beds are permitted to use empty beds
for elderly patients needing skilled
nursing care. The swing bed program
has proven beneficial to both patients
and hospitals alike. Many nursing
homes in rural areas are operating at
or near capacity thus creating a short-
age of skilled nursing care beds. In
these areas, the swing bed program
provides the opportunity for elderly
patients to receive quality care close to
their homes and families. At the same
time, participating rural hospitals—
which are often underutilized—can op-
erate more efficiently, thereby helping
to ensure their survival is important to
the entire community.

Despite all the valuable contribu-
tions the swing bed program has made
to rural health care, the 50-bed ceiling
prohibits many facilities from partici-
pating. While there is an obvious need
to expand the program, existing
skilled nursing facilities should not be
jeopardized. In an effort to balance
the needs of these two important com-
ponents of rural health care, I am in-
troducing legislation to expand the
swing bed program to allow rural hos-
pitals with up to 150 beds to partici-
pate and to require that a swing bed
patient be transferred to a skilled
nursing facility when an appropriate
bed becomes available.

Changing the swing bed program
will enhance the financial well-being
of rural hospitals so that they remain
in operation to serve the entire com-
munity while ensuring that quality
convenient health care is available to
all elderly patients.@

GIVE PEACE A CHANCE
HON. MARY ROSE OAKAR

OF OHIO
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Monday, July 15, 1985

@ Ms. OAKAR. Mr. Speaker, it is en-
couraging to hear that there continues
to be progress toward peace negotia-
tions in the Middle East. According to
press accounts, Secretary of State
Shultz is currently evaluating a list of
Palestinians, who are not members of
the PLO, for proposed inclusion in a
joint Jordanian-Palestinian delegation
that would meet with U.S. officials as
an initial step toward peace talks be-
tween that delegation and Israel.
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All the peoples of the Middle East
suffer from intense anxiety that stems
from generations of hostilities. The
yearning for peace is intense. That
common yearning is surely the basis
for a settlement that respects the
basic rights of all the peoples of the
region, including the Israelis, Jordani-
ans, and Palestinians. Consideration of
Palestinian representatives for a
Middle East peace delegation is an im-
portant acknowledgment that there
can be no meaningful peace negotia-
tions without inclusion of the Pales-
tinian people and no peace settlement
without a resolution of the Palestinian
problem.

I hope my colleagues will support
these peace efforts by helping to elimi-
nate roadblocks that frustrate peace
efforts and by supporting and encour-
aging a meaningful peace process.e

A WELCOME TO MAUREEN AND
PADRAIG BOLAND

HON. EDWARD P. BOLAND

OF MASSACHUSETTS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Monday, July 15, 1985

® Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Speaker, one of
our more pleasant duties as Members
of Congress is to welcome visitors to
our Nation's Capital, and particularly
to the Chamber of the House of Rep-
resentatives.

On July 12, I had the pleasure of ex-
tending a warm welcome to three spe-
cial visitors. Father Dan Boyle, a fine
young priest from my hometown of
Springfield, MA; and his traveling
companions, Mrs. Maureen Dunleavy
Boland and her son, Padraig, from
Dublin, Ireland. This was Mrs. Bo-
land’s first visit to Washington, and as
a teacher I know she found much of
interest in our beautiful Capital City. I
hope she and Padraig enjoyed their
stay in Washington as much as I have
enjoyed my visits to Dublin.

Mr. Speaker, those of us privileged
to be of Irish descent take special
pleasure in showing off our country to
travelers from the land of our ances-
tors. When those visitors are rela-
tives—albeit distant ones—like Maur-
een and Padraig Boland that pleasure
is even more deeply felt. I am delight-
ed to have had them on Capitol Hill,
and I hope their sojourn was so pleas-
ant as to entice them back to these
shores on many occasions in the
future.e@

TRIBUTE TO DALE WALTER
HON. ESTEBAN EDWARD TORRES

OF CALIFORNIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Monday, July 15, 1985

® Mr. TORRES, Mr, Speaker, I would
like to bring to the attention of my
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colleagues an individual who has been
named Man of the Year by the City of
Hope, a hospital specializing in the re-
search and treatment of cancer.

Mr. Dale Walter, president and chief
executive officer of the Bank of Indus-
try, came to the 34th Congressional
District in 1980, establishing the Bank
of Industry in the city of Industry.
Since that time, Mr. Walter has assist-
ed hundreds of businesses, focusing on
ambitious growth-oriented companies
and entrepreneurial businesses.

In 4 years, Mr. Walter lead the Bank
of Industry to the position it now
enjoys, with total assets of over $100
million and deposits of over $92 mil-
lion. Of the 407 independent banks in
California, the Bank of Industry ranks
No. 76. This is a phenomenal achieve-
ment to be sure.

Mr. Walter’s contribution to his
community carries the same commit-
ment of time and energy as does his
commitment to making the Bank of
Industry the success that it is today.

For years, Mr. Walter has been an
active fundraiser for civic organiza-
tions including the American Heart
Association, Boy Scouts and the
United Way.

Because of his record as a communi-
ty volunteer, Mr. Walter has been se-
lected as the City of Hope's “500
Club” Man of the Year. He will be
honored on July 20, 1985 at the Bever-
ly Hilton Hotel, in Beverly Hills. Pro-
ceeds from this gala are expected to be
over $150,000. This money will go to
the City of Hope's Leukemia Research
Center.

Mr. Speaker, I ask that my col-
leagues join me in congratulating Mr.
Walter on being selected Man of the
Year by the City of Hope and wishing
him well on this very special occa-
sion.e@

SENATE COMMITTEE MEETINGS

Title IV of Senate Resolution 4,
agreed to by the Senate on February
4, 1977, calls for establishment of a
system for a computerized schedule of
all meetings and hearings of Senate
committees, subcommittees, joint com-
mittees, and committees of conference.
This title requires all such committees
to notify the Office of the Senate
Daily Digest—designated by the Rules
Committee—of the time, place, and
purpose of the meetings, when sched-
uled, and any cancellations or changes
in the meetings as they occur.

As an additional procedure along
with the computerization of this infor-
mation, the Office of the Senate Daily
Digest will prepare this information
for printing in the Extensions of Re-
marks section of the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD on Monday and Wednesday of
each week.

Any changes in committee schedul-
ing will be indicated by placement of
an asterisk to the left of the name of
the unit conducting such meetings.
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Meetings scheduled for Tuesday,
July 16, 1985, may be found in the
Daily Digest of today’s RECORD.

MEETINGS SCHEDULED

JULY 17

9:00 a.m.
*Labor and Human Resources
Business meeting, to consider the nomi-
nation of Chester E. Finn, Jr., of Ten-
nessee, to be Assistant Secretary of
Education for Educational. Research
and Improvement, S. 1105, to reform
the Walsh-Healey Act to allow private
sector employers performing work for
the Federal government to work flex-
time hours, S. 801, to authorize funds
for fiscal year 1986 for the National
Science Foundation, and other pend-
ing calendar business.
SD-430
9:30 a.m.
Commerce, Science, and Transportation
To resume hearings on 8. Res. 178, to
urge the Administrator of the Nation-
al Highway Traffic Safety Administra-
tion to retain the current automobile
fuel economy standards, and S. 1097,
to provide for the appropriate treat-
ment of methanol powered automo-
biles.
SR-253
Energy and Natural Resources
To hold hearings on the nominations of
Charles A. Trabandt, of Virginia, to be
a Member of the Federal Energy Reg-
ulatory Commission, and Russell F.
Miller, of Maryland, to be Deputy In-
spector General of the U.S. Synthetic
Fuels Corporation.
SD-366
Finance
To continue hearings on the President's
tax reform proposal.
SD-215
Select on Intelligence
To resume closed hearings on the devel-
opment of a national intelligence
strategy.
SH-219
10:00 a.m.
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry
Business meeting, to mark up S. 501 and
S. 6186, bills to expand export markets
for United States agricultural com-
modities, provide price and income
protection for farmers, assure consum-
ers an abundance of food and fiber at
reasonable prices, and continue low-
income food assistance programs, and
related measures.
SR-328A
Environment and Public Works
Environmental Pollution Subcommittee
To resume oversight hearings to review
Environmental Protection Agency reg-
ulations concerning ocean incineration
of hazardous waste.
SD-406
Foreign Relations
To continue hearings in closed session
on embassy security.
S-116, Capitol
Labor and Human Resources
To hold hearings on civil rights issues.
SD-430
Select on Indian Affairs
To hold hearings on S. 1398, to revise
certain provisions of Title XI of the
Education Amendments of 1978, relat-
ing to Indian education programs, and
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S. 1349, to provide for the use and dis-
tribution of certain judgment funds
awarded to the Mdewakanton and
Wahpekute Eastern or Mississippi
Sioux Tribes.

SR-485
Conferees
Closed, on 8. 1160, authorizing funds for
fiscal year 1986 for the Department of
Defense,
S5-4017, Capitol
11:00 a.m.
Foreign Relations
Business meeting, to consider pending
calendar business.
SD-419
1:30 p.m.
Governmental Affairs
Energy, Nuclear Proliferation and Gov-
ernment Processes Subcommittee
To hold hearings on the status of
Bureau of the Census planning for the
implementation of the 1990 Decennial
Census.
SD-342
2:00 p.m.
Commerce, Science, and Transportation
To hold hearings on the nominations of
Rebecca G. Range. of the District of
Columbia, and Jennifer A. Hillings, of
California, each to be an Assistant
Secretary of Transportation,

Environment and Public Works
To hold hearings to evaluate alterna-
tives for developing land adjacent to
Union Station in Washington, D.C. for
use of the Administrative Offices of
the U.S. Courts.

SR-253

SD-406
Judiciary
To hold hearings on pending nomina-
tions.
SD-226
3:00 p.m.
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry
Business meeting, to mark up S. 501 and
S. 6186, bills to expand export markets
for United States agricultural com-
modities, provide price and income
protection for farmers, assure consum-
ers an abundance of food and fiber at
reasonable prices, and continue low-
income food assistance programs, and
related measures.
SR-328A
Foreign Relations
To hold hearings on the nomination of
Thomas M.T. Niles, of the District of
Columbia, to be Ambassador to
Canada.
SD-419

JULY 18
9:30 a.m.
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs
To hold oversight hearings on the Fed-
eral Reserve’'s second report on the
conduct of monetary policy for 1985.
SD-538
Commerce, Science, and Transportation
Business meeting, to consider pending
calendar business.
SR-253
Finance
To continue hearings on the President's
tax reform proposal.

SD-215
*Labor and Human Resources

To hold hearings to review childhood

vaccination programs.
SD-430

Rules and Administration
To hold hearings on the equities of
“pooling” public events of news inter-
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est in the Senate, including cost allo-
cation of the pool for the 1985 Presi-
dential Inaugural Ceremonies in the
U.S. Capitol.
SR-301
10:00 a.m.
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry
Business meeting, to mark up S. 501 and
S. 616, bills to expand export markets
for United States agricultural com-
modities, provide price and income
protection for farmers, assure consum-
ers an abundance of food and fiber at
reasonable prices, and continue low-
income food assistance programs, and
related measures.
SR-328A
Energy and Natural Resources
Public Lands, Reserved Water and Re-
source Conservation Subcommittee
To hold oversight hearings on present
activities and future of the National
Park Service.
8D-366
Environment and Public Works
Transportation Subcommittee
To resume hearings on proposed legisla-
tion authorizing funds for the Federal
Aid Highway Program.
SD-406
Foreign Relations
East Asian and Pacific Affairs Subcommit-
tee
To hold hearings on U.S.-Japan service
industry trade.
SD-419
Judiciary
Business meeting, to consider pending
calendar business.
SD-226
11:00 a.m.
Conferees
Closed, on S. 1160, authorizing funds for
fiscal year 1986 for the Department of
Defense.
5-407, Capitol
2:00 p.m.
Environment and Public Works
Business meeting, to mark up S. 366, to
authorize the U.S. Army Corps of En-
gineers to construct various projects
for improvements to rivers and har-
bors of the United States.
SD-406
2:30 p.m.
Commerce, Science, and Transportation
To hold hearings on S. 1312, to require
the Federal Communications Commis-
sion to examine the implications of a
proposed change in ownership of a
major national television network.
SR-253
3:00 p.m.
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry
Business meeting, to mark up S. 501 and
S. 6186, bills to expand export markets
for United States agricultural com-
modities, provide price and income
protection for farmers, assure consum-
ers an abundance of food and fiber at
reasonable prices, and continue low-
income food assistance programs, and
related measures.
SR-328A
4:00 p.m.
Select on Intelligence
Closed briefing on intelligence matters.
SH-219
4:30 p.m.
Select on Intelligence
To hold closed hearings on counterintel-
ligence matters.
SH-219
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JULY 19
9:00 a.m.
Conferees
Closed, on S. 1160, authorizing funds for
fiscal year 1986 for the Department of
Defense.
5-407, Capitol
9:30 a.m.
Environment and Public Works
Environmental Pollution Subcommittee
To hold oversight hearings on the im-
plementation of the Atlantic Striped
Bass Conservation Act (P.L. 98-613).
SD-406
Finance
To continue hearings on the President's
tax reform proposal.
SD-215

JULY 22
9:30 a.m.
Judiciary
Constitution Subcommittee
To resume hearings on S. 522, to prohib-
it the use of Federal financial assist-
ance to perform abortions except
where the life of the mother would be
endangered.
SD-226
10:00 a.m.
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry
To hold hearings on S. 1418, the Tobac-
co Improvement Act of 1985.
SR-328A
10:30 a.m.
Energy and Natural Resources
Water and Power Subcommittee
To hold oversight hearings on water
supply issues of the Mid-Atlantic
Region encompassing those States
contiguous with the Delaware River
Basin.
8SD-366
JULY 23
9:30 a.m.
Energy and Natural Resources
To hold oversight hearings to examine
problems facing the Nation's electric
utility industry, focusing on the pros-
pect of serious shortages of electric
power by the early 1990’s.
SD-366
*Environment and Public Works
Nuclear Regulation Subcommittee
To hold hearings on 8. 445, to revise cer-
tain provisions regarding liability for
nuclear incidents, and 8. 1225, to com-
pensate the public for injuries or dam-
ages suffered in the event of an acci-
dent involving nuclear activities un-
dertaken by Nuclear Regulatory Com-
mission licensees or Department of
Energy contractors.
SD-406
Labor and Human Resources
Business meeting, on pending calendar
business.
SD-430
10:00 a.m.
Commerce, Science, and Transportation
To hold hearings on 8. 1245 and S. 747,
bills authorizing funds for programs of
the Magnuson Fishery and Conserva-
tion Management Act, and S. 1386, to
promote the Americanization of do-
mestic marine fishery resources.
SR-253
Foreign Relations
Business meeting, to consider pending
calendar business.
SD-419
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2:00 p.m.
Finance
International Trade Subcommittee
To hold hearings on the continuation of
most-favored-nation (MFN) treatment
for Hungary, Romania, China, and Af-
ghanistan, and S. 925, to deny MFN
status to Afghanistan.
SD-215
JULY 24
9:30 a.m.
Commerce, Science, and Transportation
To hold hearings on 8. 1310, to improve
the effectiveness of the political
broadcasting laws.
SR-253
Finance
To resume hearings on the President’s
tax reform proposal.
SD-215
Rules and Administration
To hold hearings on S. 581, S. 582, S.
583, and S. 1311, bills authorizing
funds for certain activities of the
Smithsonian Institution.
SR-301
10:00 a.m.
Governmental Affairs
Civil Service, Post Office, and General
Services Subcommittee
To resume hearings to review a report of
the General Accounting Office on
“Options for Conducting a Pay Equity
Study of Federal Pay and Classifica-
tion Systems.”
SD-342
Select on Indian Affairs
Business meeting, to mark up S. 1398, to
revise certain provisions of Title XI of
the Education Amendments of 1978,
relating to Indian education programs,
8. 1349, to provide for the use and dis-
tribution of certain judgment funds
awarded to the Mdewakanton and
Wahpekute Eastern or Mississippi
Sioux Tribes, and S. 1106, to provide
for the use and distribution of judg-
ment funds awarded to the Saginaw
Chippewa Tribe of Michigan.
SR-485

JULY 25
9:00 a.m.
Office of Technology Assessment

The Board, to meet to consider pending
business.

EF-100, Capitol

9:30 a.m.
Energy and Natural Resources
To continue oversight hearings to exam-
ine problems facing the Nation’s elec-
tric utility industry, focusing on the
prospect of serious shortages of elec-
tric power by the early 1990's.
SD-366
*Environment and Public Works
Nuclear Regulation Subcommittee
To resume hearings on S. 445, to revise
certain provisions regarding liability
for nuclear incidents, and S. 1225, to
compensate the public for injuries or
damages suffered in the event of an
accident involving nuclear activities
undertaken by Nuclear Regulatory
Commission licensees or Department
of Energy Contractors.
SD-406
Finance
To continue hearings on the President's
tax reform proposal.
SD-215
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Governmental Affairs
Pem;a.nent Subcommittee on Investiga-
tions
To hold hearings on money laundering
activities in Puerto Rico.
SD-342
Labor and Human Resources
Labor Subcommittee
To hold oversight hearings on the
impact of the Supreme Court’s ruling
in Garcia vs. San Antonio Metropoli-
tan Transit Authority on the coverage
of state and local government employ-
ees under the Fair Labor Standards
Act.
SD-430
10:00 a.m.
Foreign Relations
International Economic Policy, Oceans,
and Environment Subcommittee
To hold hearings on proposed legislation
authorizing funds for activities of the
Overseas Private Investment Corpora-
tion.
SD-419
Governmental Affairs
Civil Service, Post Office, and General
Services Subcommittee
To continue hearings to review a report
of the General Accounting Office on
“Options for Conducting a Pay Equity
Study of Federal Pay and Classifica-
tion Systems.”
SD-138
Labor and Human Resources
Children, Family, Drugs, and Alcoholism
Subcommittee
To hold hearings on the manufacture of
designer drugs.
SD-562
2:00 p.m.
*Labor and Human Resources
Education, Arts, and Humanities Subcom-
mittee
To hold hearings on S. 177, American
Defense Education Act.
SD-562

JULY 29
9:00 a.m.
Commerce, Science, and Transportation
Communications Subcommittee
To hold hearings on competitiveness in
the long-distance telephone markets,
SD-106
10:00 a.m.
Environment and Public Works
Business meeting, to consider pending
calendar business,
SD-406
Finance
Savings, Pensions and Investment Policy
Sulb:committee
To hold hearings to examine certain
problems encountered by employers in
the funding of retiree health benefits.
8D-215
1:30 p.m.
Finance
Health Subcommittee
To hold hearings to examine the causes
of higher costs experienced by hospi-
tals treating low-income patients.
8D-215
2:00 p.m.
Environment and Public Works
Environmental Pollution Subcommittee
To hold hearings on S. 824, authorizing
funds for programs of title I of the
Marine Protection, Research, and
Sanctuaries Act of 1972, and related
measures.
SD-406

July 15, 1985

JULY 30

9:00 a.m.
Commerce, Science, and Transportation
Communications Subcommittee
To continue hearings on competitiveness

in the long-distance telephone mar-
kets.

SR-253
10:00 a.m.
Environment and Public Works

Regional and Community Development
Subcommittee

To resume hearings to review the pro-
grams and policies of the Tennessee
Valley Authority.

SD-406
Foreign Relations
To hold hearings on pending treaties.
SD-419
11:00 a.m.
Foreign Relations

Business meeting, to consider pending
calendar business.

SD-419

JULY 31

9:30 a.m.
Labor and Human Resources

To hold hearings to examine certain
barriers to health care.
SD-430
10:00 a.m.
Environment and Public Works
Transportation Subcommittee
To resume hearings on proposed legisla-
tion authorizing funds for the Federal
Aid Highway Program.
SD-406
Foreign Relations
To hold hearings to review current 7.S.
financing of foreign military exports.
SD-419
2:00 p.m.
Governmental Affairs
Oversight of Government Management
Subcommittee
Business meeting, to mark up S. 992, to
discontinue or modify certain require-
ments for agency reports to Congress,
and S. 1134, to permit Federal agencies
to impose monetary penalties on indi-
viduals or companies which submit
certain false claims to the government.

SD-342
AUGUST 1

10:00 a.m.
*Labor and Human Resources

Education, Arts, and Humanities Subcom-
mittee

To hold joint hearings with the House
Committee on Education and Labor to
examine the scope of illiteracy.

SD-430

SEPFTEMBER 12

10:00 a.m.
Labor and Human Resources

Education, Arts, and Humanities Subcom-
mittee
To hold hearings on proposed legislation
authorizing funds for programs of the
Higher Education Act.
SD-430




EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS
SEPTEMBER 19

July 15, 1985
SEPTEMBER 17

10:00 a.m.
Labor and Human Resources
Education, Arts, and Humanities Subcom-
mittee
To resume hearings on proposed legisla-
tion authorizing funds for programs of
the Higher Education Act.

10:00 a.m.
Labor and Human Resources
Education, Arts, and Humanities Subcom-
mittee
To resume hearings on proposed legisla-
tion authorizing funds for programs of
the Higher Education Act.

SD-430 SD-430

OCTOBER 1
11:00 a.m.
Veterans' Affairs

To hold hearings to review the legisla-
tive priorities of the American Legion.
SD-106
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