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The second point I wish to make is

that not everything that is good and
desirable is necessarily worthy of a tax
credit, but tax credits are particularly
appropriate where an activity engaged
in by one company or individual pro-
vides benefits not only for those who
are footing the bill, but benefits to so-
ciety at large. A company that does re-
search and development benefits not
only itself, but our entire society and
the world as a whole. Yes, a portion of
the benefits of that technology will be
reaped by the company that conducts
it for they will seek a patent to defend
their intellectual property. But many
advances in technology achieved by our
research projects are not patentable,
and even those that are will become
owned by the people of the world as a
whole when the patent expires.

Furthermore, research project not
only leads to a particular patent or a
particular technology, it increases the
general level of scientific education of
those engaged in the project and in-
creases the level of science in our soci-
ety as a whole. Most economists would
agree that where an activity provides
such major external benefits, beneficial
externalities to use the economics
term, it is deserving of societal help,
encouragement and, in this case, a tax
credit.

Finally, there is the issue of whether
we should continue to renew the credit
on a yearly or several-years-at-a-time
basis or make it a permanent part of
our Tax Code. Keep in mind that the
purpose of this tax credit is to encour-
age companies to do more research
than they would otherwise. As a CPA
and a tax lawyer in private practice for
many years, I was witness to the
strange process by which a provision in
our tax law leads to a change in cor-
porate behavior. Some day sociologists
and anthropologists will study this
process. It is a process in which a tax
expert has to explain to the others in
the company what the tax law provi-
sion provides and what benefits would
be reaped on the tax return from en-
gaging in a particular project, in this
case a research project.

There are two types of research and
development that are eligible for the
credit. The first is the kind of research
project that would be done any way.
Often research is done and the com-
pany is not even aware of the R&D tax
credit until the next March or April
15th when they complete their tax re-
turn. The other type of research is that
research that is conducted because the
company is counting on getting the
credit. It is that second area where the
R&D tax credit actually achieves its
purpose.

Yet I repeat my words. The company
is counting on getting the credit. How
can a company count on getting a tax
credit for a multiyear large research
and development project if by its very
terms the R&D credit is supposed to
expire at the end of this year or the
end of next year? The R&D tax credit
can achieve its purpose, and that pur-

pose is to expand the amount of re-
search done in our country only if com-
panies can count on it.

Now no provision of our tax law is
guaranteed to be there forever. But
certainly a provision which by its own
terms is going to expire in a year or
two is particularly ephemeral. If in-
stead we make the R&D tax credit a
permanent part of our laws, then com-
panies will rely upon it, their R&D
budgets will reflect not only the possi-
bility that the credit might be there in
the many years that the R&D project
continues, but the extreme likelihood
that it will continue to be there since
it is a permanent part of our tax law.

Mr. Speaker, I look forward espe-
cially in this year when we are enjoy-
ing for the first time the fruits of the
fiscal discipline that this Congress has
exercised, I look forward in this year of
surplus to take this step of making the
R&D tax credit a permanent part of
our law.
f

REDUCING THE NUMBER OF IN-
FANT DEATHS IN ONONDAGA
COUNTY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. WALSH) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Speaker, the topic
that I would like to discuss tonight is
an issue of great importance in my
home community of Onondaga County
in which the city of Syracuse resides
and I have represented now for 10 years
in the Congress. When I first came to
Washington back in 1988, we had the
unfortunate distinction of having one
of the highest infant mortality rates in
the country. In 1987, 87 newborns died
before they reached their first birth-
day. Over the 1987 to 1989 period, an av-
erage of 68 infants in the county, or 10
out of every thousand died, again be-
fore they reached their first birthday.

These are horrifying statistics, and
what makes it even worse, Mr. Speak-
er, is that the proportion of these
deaths fell most heavily upon the mi-
nority community.

Last year we through now 10 years of
concerted work and effort and coordi-
nation and caring, we have some excel-
lent news to report. While even one
death is unacceptable, we have suc-
ceeded in reducing our infant mortality
rate in Onondaga County by over 50
percent. This remarkable change did
not happen without a concerted effort.
A number of devoted people and organi-
zations contributed. I have always felt
that the best government will sponsor
a partnership between local, state and
Federal governments, and special ini-
tiatives undertaken by local commu-
nities and the private sector, and in
central New York we proved this to be
the case. The efforts which have been
successful in reducing the number of
infant deaths in Onondaga County
began in the early 1990’s.

As a member of the Select Com-
mittee on Children, Youth and Fami-

lies, I encouraged and was successful in
bringing a former colleague of mine
from New York, Mack McHugh, and
others to hold a field hearing for that
committee in Syracuse back in 1990.
We had witness testimony from public
health officials, physicians, nurses and
parents about strategies for insuring
healthy babies in upstate New York. As
a result of these hearings, a number of
projects were undertaken in the county
with the goal of reducing infant death
and increasing birth weight at the time
of birth.

Since that time, a number of these
projects have proved to be very effec-
tive in dealing with infant mortality.
Dr. Jim Miller and his successors, in-
cluding Dr. Lloyd Novick, Commis-
sioner of Health in Onondaga County,
should be credited for the innovative
efforts to address this issue by creating
initiatives to reduce the instance of in-
fant mortality and low birth weight
babies. One of these programs is called
Healthy Start. It works to reduce both
infant mortality and adolescent preg-
nancy. Adolescent pregnancy and in-
fant mortality are interrelated, births
to young women who are not phys-
ically or psychologically prepared to
give birth or to adequately raise the
child. Adolescents often cannot provide
the care necessary to ensure the health
of infants and often get into the sys-
tem too late. Healthy Start realizes
that by addressing the issue of teen
pregnancy the instance of infant mor-
tality can be dramatically reduced.
Low birth weight, as we know, is a key
factor in the health of newborns, and
all efforts were targeted toward
healthy pregnancies and early inter-
vention.

Healthy Start is dependent on the
work of many partners in the local
community: hospital staff, university
health professionals, case workers,
local schools, task forces. All can pro-
vide health education and care to ado-
lescents and their parents and must in-
clude State, county and Federal health
agencies and officials.

Doctor Sandy Lane is the Syracuse
Healthy Start project director. She and
her staff are to be commended for the
committed efforts that they have
made. She has been very modest about
her program’s ability to create the suc-
cess. She credits involvement of local
groups, partner agencies and the help
of the Health Department programs
and strongly praises the important
Federal program, WIC, Women, Infant,
Children, the feeding program to pro-
vide nutrition for both women and
those children.

Syracuse Healthy Start funding is a
combination of Federal, State and
local funding. Over 4 and a half million
dollars of Federal money have come in
to the program through the Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services,
the Health Resources and Service Ad-
ministration. Healthy Start also looks
to Blue Cross and Blue Shield and to
New York State Department of Health
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to obtain supplemental funds. The pro-
gram has been largely successful be-
cause of these efforts.

Another such program is the Adoles-
cent Risk Reduction Initiative. This
seeks to address the issues of adoles-
cent pregnancy and sexually trans-
mitted diseases. It seeks to promote re-
sponsibility in sexual reproductive de-
cision-making and parenting. The pre-
sumption is that responsible parents
are better able to provide for the
health of their children. Ways in which
adolescent risk reduction initiative
works provides for pure leadership,
training youths to be responsible for
themselves and to teach their peers to
be responsible. Education on health
issues. Parent workshops to get the
parents involved.

Mr. Speaker, having not concluded
my remarks, I ask that the remainder
be included in the RECORD, and I end by
saying that any community in America
that is struggling with this terrible
condition should have hope. You can do
it, too. Healthy babies are worth the
effort. It just requires commitment,
coordination and a lot of caring.
f

EXCHANGE OF SPECIAL ORDER
TIME

Mr. ROYCE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent to claim the time of the
gentleman from New York (Mr.
FOSSELLA).

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. MIL-
LER of Florida). Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
California?

There was no objection.
f

DEFENDING OUR NATION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. ROYCE) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. ROYCE. Mr. Speaker, today on
this House floor we passed House Reso-
lution 4 which states that the U.S.
must deploy and not just develop a na-
tional missile defense system, and we
must deploy now and not leisurely aim
to deploy at some point in the future,
and the reason for that is because our
country is so vulnerable. The resolu-
tion that we debated here today hope-
fully will spur the development be-
cause, as we noted here today, we are
now defenseless against a single mis-
sile coming into the United States. De-
fending our Nation against attack is so
fundamental a responsibility of ours
and the stakes that we are talking
about are so high that I think it is im-
portant that we understand how our
country with its great military has
gotten into our predicament of being
defenseless.

The American people need to know.
The answer is that since President
Reagan introduced the idea of missile
defense over 15 years ago, every reason
in the world has been found to delay.
For one, we have heard that the threat
itself, we have heard the threat being

discounted. In 1995 the administration
predicted that no ballistic missile
threat would emerge for 15 years. This
past August the administration again
assured Congress that the intelligence
community could provide the nec-
essary warning of a rogue state’s devel-
opment and deployment of a ballistic
missile threat to the United States.
Then that same month, that same
month North Korea test fired its Taepo
Dong missile. The sophistication of
this missile unfortunately caught the
intelligence community by surprise.
North Korea, impoverished, an unsta-
ble North Korea, a regime about which
the director of Central Intelligence re-
cently said that he could hardly over-
state his concern about it and which in
nearly all respects, according to him,
has become more volatile and unpre-
dictable, may soon be able to strike
Alaska and Hawaii, not to mention our
allies and U.S. troops in Korea.
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Ominously, North Korea is con-
tinuing its work on missile develop-
ment, and this is the very threat that
was supposed to be 15 years away.

Even before this rosy assessment,
last July Iran tested a medium range
ballistic missile. Iran is receiving aid
from Russia.

Not surprisingly the bipartisan
Rumsfeld Commission recently con-
cluded that the threat posed by nations
seeking to acquire ballistic missiles
and weapons of mass destruction, and I
quote from the report, is broader, more
mature and evolving more rapidly than
has been reported in estimates and re-
ports by the intelligence community,
unquote.

The fact is that we live in a world
where even the most impoverished na-
tions can develop ballistic missiles and
warheads, especially with Russia’s aid,
and then there is an expanding and
ever-more sophisticated Chinese mis-
sile force.

This, in no way, is said to disparage
our intelligence efforts. Instead, we
just need to appreciate that these
threats are difficult to detect and that
we need to react. Pearl Harbor caught
us by complete surprise. We have no
excuse with today’s missile threat.

The second excuse that we have
heard for delay is the ABM Treaty.
Faced with the very real threats that
we have heard about, I am at a com-
plete loss as to why our country would
let an outdated treaty keep us from de-
veloping a national missile defense sys-
tem.

Essentially, the administration has
allowed Russia to veto our missile de-
fense efforts. This is the same country,
Russia, that is continuing to pro-
liferate missiles by working with Iran.

Fortunately, Secretary of Defense
Cohen has suggested in January that
we would not be wedded to the ABM
Treaty. He said that this treaty would
not preclude our deployment of a de-
fensive system, but this is only a step
toward the deployment we need.

Others in the administration persist
in calling the ABM Treaty the corner-
stone of strategic stability. The ABM
Treaty has an escape clause, and I be-
lieve we need to get beyond a treaty
that keeps us from defending our terri-
tory in the face of a very real threat, a
treaty, I might add, that the Soviets
secretly violated. Renegotiating this
treaty in a way that still precludes us
from deploying the best missile defense
system we can, allowing for a dumbed-
down system, which is what the admin-
istration is suggesting, is simply not
acceptable.

The fact is that the Russians have nothing
to fear from us. The United States doesn’t
start wars. To forgo defending our territory be-
cause we’re afraid of what the Russians may
say about our defensive actions is indefen-
sible.

Third, we hear that a national missile de-
fense system is too costly. Yes, we have
made an investment in missile defense since
Ronald Reagan launched his initiative, though
a small fraction (some $40 billion) of what
American industry invest in research each
year. But let’s be honest here, defense is not
free. And there have been some failures. But
since when does success come without fail-
ure. Entering the twentieth century, the United
States is the wealthiest, most technologically
advanced country in the history of the world.
There is no reason beyond the ideology of
arms control, complacency or worse not to de-
ploy a national missile defense now.
f

LOOKING AT DISTRICT OF
COLUMBIA WITH FRESH EYES

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 6, 1999, the gentlewoman from the
District of Columbia (Ms. NORTON) is
recognized for 60 minutes as the des-
ignee of the minority leader.

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, it has
been my habit to come to the floor oc-
casionally in order to report to this
body concerning your Nation’s capital.
There is a special responsibility that
the House and the Senate have for the
Nation’s capital and it is not possible
to get a real sense of what is happening
in this city, even when in it, to see it
in perspective, without the kind of in-
formation that I try to give periodi-
cally to this body, as we go off to Her-
shey, Pennsylvania, for our second bi-
partisan retreat.

Therefore, I want to discuss this
evening an issue and a place about
which I am sure there is agreement
that bipartisanship should always be
the order of the day. It is, after all, the
seat of our government, the home of
more than a half million people, the
place where all of us want to do all we
can to make it the proudest seat of
government we can.

What I would ask of this body, what
I think the district has a right to ask
of this body, what I think the people of
the District of Columbia, the mayor
and the city council have a right to ask
of this body, is that it look at the Dis-
trict with fresh eyes for, Mr. Speaker,
there is a new city, if ever there was
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