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The Senate met at 10 a.m., on the
expiration of the recess, 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.

Gracious God, our Heavenly Father,
Thou hast lavishly endowed our land
and our people. We have so much for
which to be thankful. Forgive us for so
easily accepting manifold blessings
such as health, family love, friend-
ships. We so often take these gifts for
granted until we lose them, and then
we so often complain. Teach us grati-
tude, Lord—egratitude for our land,
rich in mineral wealth, beautiful
mountains and valleys, rivers, lakes,
and streams, forests and plains and
deserts.

Teach us gratitude for each other.
We so commonly withhold apprecia-
tion until a friend is gone, and then we
eulogize over a casket. May we take se-
riously the Biblical exhortation,
“Render, therefore, to all their due:
tribute to whom tribute is due; custom
to whom custom, honor to whom
honor. Owe no man anything but to
love one another * * *”. (Romans 13:
7,8). In the name of Him who is incar-
nate love. Amen.

RECOGNITION OF THE
MAJORITY LEADER

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
majority leader is recognized.
Mr. BAKER. I thank the Chair.

SENATE SCHEDULE

Mr. BAEKER. Mr. President, this
morning, there will be a period for the
transaction of routine morning busi-
ness after the execution of the two
special orders. The Senate will then
resume consideration of the motion to
proceed to the consideration of H.R.
2733, the agriculture target price bill.

(Legislative day of Monday, July 25, 1983)

Senators should note that I intend
to pursue that bill, and that we will
perhaps let a good part of this day be
devoted to that motion, if necessary.
The yeas and nays have been ordered
on the motion. Rollcall votes may
occur early today. No one should
assume that this is a half-hearted
effort.

Mr. President, there are other mat-
ters we need to take up. I have indicat-
ed on other occasions that I would like
to pursue my conversations and collo-
quy with the minority leader on how
we might reach some of them. There
is Radio Marti, for example, and the
supplemental conference report,
which I understand will probably not
reach us until tomorrow. Senators
should be on notice that we will be in
tomorrow and that it is the intention
of the leadership on this side to take
up the supplemental conference
report as soon as it is received.

I fully expect votes on Friday. As of
now, I do not foresee the likelihood of
a Saturday session, but I do expect
Friday to be a regular and full day of
legislative action.

Mr. President, we will take up other
matters as we free them up, including
conference reports. There will be at
least one additional conference report
available either tomorrow or Monday.
And, we have an appropriation bill
that I would like to free from its bond-
age—the Interior appropriations bill.

I urge Senators who are concerned
about certain aspects of that bill to try
once more to work out their differ-
ences or at least to agree on a time
limitation for debate on that measure.
I will consult with the minority leader
on this throughout the day as well.

Mr. President, unless we hit a snag,
or unless there is some urgent emer-
gency, and I do not see that as a pros-
pect at this time, I fully expect the
Senate to be able to adjourn on
August 5. It is the regular every-other-
year August recess provided for by
statute.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, will the
distinguished majority leader yield?

Mr. BAKER. Yes, I am happy to
yield.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I have
not discussed this with the majority
leader. I have not had the opportunity
to do that, though I have intended to
do it. It is a question that we should
deal with. It pertains to the recess.

Heretofore, when we have had the
August recess, we have put some lan-
guage into the adjournment resolution
which provides a way whereby the
Congress may call itself back if there
is a national emergency that would
justify such action. In some instances,
it is the Speaker of the House and the
President pro tempore of the Senate,
or the majority leaders of both
Houses. There have been various
phrases used over the years.

My question is, Would it be the in-
tention of the majority leader to have
such language? May I say, I called the
Speaker last evening and suggested to
him that there be such language in
view of the situation in Central Amer-
ica. I have a feeling that if the ad-
journment resolution is initiated on
the other side, it will have some such
language. If it is originated over here,
would it be the intention of the major-
ity leader to have some such langauge?

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, in all
candor, I will say to the minority
leader I have not thought about that,
but I will. It is a good point that he
and I should discuss, but it is not one I
have focused on thus far.

Let me reserve any further response
until I have had an opportunity to
think about it and consult with the
minority leader.

Mr. BYRD. I thank the majority
leader.

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I re-
serve 1 minute of my time remaining
under the standing order. I yield the
floor.

RECOGNITION OF THE
MINORITY LEADER

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
minority leader is recognized.

@ This “bullet” symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by the Member on the floor.
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CENTRAL AMERICA—THE NEED
FOR INFORMATION

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, the Presi-
dent in his televised news conference
this week, said this with reference to
the so-called military exercises which
are underway in Central America and
the area thereof:

First of all, these maneuvers . . . are not
going to put Americans in any reasonable
proximity to the border.

In today's Washington Post, I will
quote from the story on page 22, car-
ried over under the headline “Exer-
cises Described As Way To Protect
Honduras From War” the following:

Today more than 87 additional U.S. advis-
ers arrived here in the capital to start plan-
ning the massive joint maneuvers scheduled
here in coming months. The first of these
operations, according to U.S. military offi-
cials, will take place in the province of Cho-
luteca which borders on Nicaragua.

Mr. President, we have a dichotomy
with respect to whether or not Ameri-
cans are going to be placed in a dan-
gerous position when the President
says first of all “those maneuvers are
not going to put Americans in any rea-
sonable proximity to the border,” and
then in the Washington Post it says,

The first of these operations, according to
U.8. military officials, will take place in the
Province of Choluteca, which borders on
Nicaragua.

There seem to be some divergent
viewpoints expressed first by the
President and then as reported by the
Post. Whom are we to believe?

Are we to believe the President?
Does he feel that this particular prov-

ince is not in close proximity to the
border? The contrary is reported in
the press.

Mr. President, I think we ought to
be kept advised as to precisely what is
going on, if the President is going to
have support for his policy, if there is
going to be a consensus, if the Ameri-
can people are to support his policy. I
believe there was something in his
speech which indicated that the Amer-
ican people, those who were informed
of what is going on, are supportive of
his policy. I cannot understand how
the American people can be informed
except for the news media. That is
precisely where I have gotten my in-
formation thus far—from the news
media.

The President, in his remarks during
the press conference, also implied that
Congress is being kept apprised of the
actions of the administration. I quote
his words:

‘Well, I think it would be a very, very grave
mistake if the legislature interfered with
what we're trying to do and we're trying to
keep them apprised of our actions.

Mr. President, Mr. Reagan may be-
lieve that. I do not say that the Presi-
dent was not sincere in thinking that
Congress is being kept apprised, but,
indeed, Congress is not, except
through the news media.
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The majority leader was able to ar-
range a little briefing on the fourth
floor on this side of the Capitol yester-
day. I compliment the majority leader,
and I thank him for arranging the
meeting. He did the best he could. It
was only a 30-minute briefing, but it
was better to have that than none at
all. In that briefing, I quoted what the
President had said in his news confer-
ence to the effect that Congress is
being kept apprised. I said, “If any-
body in this room is being kept ap-
prised, either Republican or Demo-
crat, hold up your hand.” Not one
person held up his hand. It was also
reported during that conference that
the Speaker and the leadership of the
House are not being kept apprised.

So it was the suggestion of the
Senate majority leader to Judge Clark,
who reportedly has access at any time
to the Oval Office, that Senators have
briefings on a regular basis. The ma-
jority leader referred to the briefings,
which used to occur in my office, given
by Mr. Warren Christopher anent
happenings in Iran with respect to
Americans who were being held hos-
tage there. They were regular brief-
ings that were held for the benefit of
the joint leadership, Republicans and
Democrats. The majority leader sug-
gested that this administration follow
the same course. I think it was a good
suggestion.

But I say again, as I said yesterday
or the day before, Mr. President, that
if there is to be support for the Presi-
dent’s policies, the American people
are going to have to have more infor-
mation than they have now. They are
entitled to that information, and Con-
gress is entitled to it. If we hope to
make any sensible judgments, we are
going to have to have information that
is accurate and adequate upon which
to base them.

Mr. President, I am not concerned
about the argument as to “who lost”
this or “who lost” that or who lost El
Salvador. I think to put the question
in that context is being politically
crass. It may be that we ought to do
this or we ought to do that, but what-
ever we do, it ought to be in the best
interests of the United States. What-
ever, is in the best interests of the
United States, I want to support. But I
want adequate information, I want to
be assured that I have adequate infor-
mation and accurate information,
before I take a position that might
later lead to bloodshed on the part of
Americans who could be sent to that
region of the world.

So, Mr. President, I hope we shall
be given appropriate information
through proper consultation.

It came as a surprise to me to find
that the President’s own party on Cap-
itol Hill is not being kept apprised. I
was amazed when I heard the Presi-
dent indicate that Congress is being
kept advised. Perhaps he thought he
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was stating the facts. He may be un-
aware that Congress is not being kept
apprised. But if he is unaware, that is
almost as bad as knowing that we are
not being kept apprised and saying
just the opposite, because I should
think he would see to it that Congress
is being kept apprised. It does not
have to be I, but somebody on this Hill
ought to be kept apprised. I told Presi-
dent Carter once:

It does not have to be I, but there are
people up on that Hill who can keep secrets
just as well as anybody here in the White
House or anybody in the Pentagon.

I once said to President Carter, “Mr.
President, your wife Rosalynn will tell
this before I do.” He had taken me
into his confidence with respect to the
Iranian hostage situation. I was not in-
formed that the operation was at that
moment going forward.

So there are people in Congress who
can keep secrets. There are people in
both parties, I am sure, who are just
as patriotic and who have at heart the
interests of the United States as much
as anybody in this administration or
any other administration. And until
Congress is consulted, I am going to
continue to raise the question and I
am sure the majority leader, based on
my observations of his work and my
familiarity with his nature and posi-
tion on matters, is not going to be sat-
isfied until there is proper consulta-
tion with somebody on his side. If con-
sultation is to be with the ranking
members and the chairmen of the For-
eign Relations Committee, the Armed
Services Committee, and the Intelli-
gence Committee, that is all right with
me.

But I happen to think that the lead-
ership of both parties is expected by
our colleagues on both sides of the
aisle to be likewise apprised.

So having said that, I will save for
another occasion any further remarks
on this subject.

If I have any time left, Mr. Presi-
dent, I yield it to the majority leader.

Mr. BAKER. I thank the minority
leader.

Mr. BAKER addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
majority leader is recognized.

Mr. BAKER. I thank the Chair.

Mr. President, I listened with great
care and interest to the remarks of the
minority leader. It will come as no sur-
prise to Members of the Senate when I
say that he and I have discussed this
before. I understand his views and,
indeed, I am sympathetic to many of
them.

I do not mean to be unduly philo-
sophical about it, but I have always
thought one of the great values, one
of the great virtues of the Constitu-
tion was that it was intentionally left
fuzzy on some points.

Nobody ever quite explained to the
country what it meant when it said
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that the Senate had a special role to
play in foreign policy or that the
President was the chief officer of for-
eign policy.

Those are not the words of the Con-
stitution, but that is what it meant.
But we have overlapping jurisdiction,
just as the Court has overlapping ju-
risdiction in that it can strike down
legislation that we pass or the Con-
gress or the President can disapprove.
It is a magnificent hodgepodge, and it
was built that way. We have to live
with it. And we continue to establish
precedents in those fields that are not
clearly defined.

One of those imprecisions is, what is
the role of the Senate in foreign
policy. As in so many cases, I can tell
you what it is not. It is not our role to
dispatech troops to a foreign country or
to order a battleship into hostile
waters. But it certainly is something
short of being totally oblivious and un-
concerned in those things, and some-
place in between those two priorities is
what the Founding Fathers meant, I
am sure, and it is up to us to sort of
determine from time to time under the
circumstances.

I listened with great interest to the
remarks made by the minority leader,
I assume, about the situation in Iran. I
would trust the minority leader with
the information whether I was Presi-
dent, Senator, or private citizen. I
have absolute confidence in him, and
President Carter was not disserviced in
that, but I would remark he did not
tell me and I was the minority leader.

Mr. BYRD. Will the Senator yield? I
said to the President, “If at some point
there is a decision to undertake a
rescue operation, I would suggest that
you get Howarp BAker down here, tell
him how critical this matter is and the
information, and I am confident he
will keep it in trust.”

Mr. BAKER. 1 have no doubt of
that.

Mr. BYRD. “And furthermore, he
would be the one to advise as to any
others on that side of the aisle who
should be taken into confidence.”

Mr. BAKER. I have no doubt of
that. And the point I was reaching for
and about to reach did not relate
really to that episode but, rather, to
say we are playing this game from in-
cident to incident, how Presidents con-
fide in the leadership of one or the
other of the two sides of the aisle or
the chairman of the Armed Services
Committee or Foreign Relations. I
know of instances that represent every
one of those things I have just said,
where Presidents have confided in a
particular Member, but I also, unfor-
tunately, know of cases where Presi-
dents of both parties have not confid-
ed in anybody as far as I could tell. So
once again, we are sort of defining
what the role is.

Let me say briefly what I think the
role should be. The role should be that
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the Senate does have a constitutional
responsibility in the field of foreign
policy and national defense. One that
should be before the fact and not after
the fact. It does not mean the Presi-
dent should share with us every piece
of intelligence he has or every plan he
considers or every operation that he
may initiate. But, it does mean that
those situations that do have pro-
found implications, should be investi-
gated by the Senate before the fact.

It also means, Mr. President, that
there should be an opportunity not
just to hear and understand but also
to suggest and propose. The President,
of course, is free to reject if he wishes.

It means, Mr. President, that there
needs to be some sort of formal ar-
rangement, if not in the Constitu-
tion—at least by practice and tradi-
tion.

So I made the suggestion that the
minority leader speaks of as much in
an effort to regularize this messy busi-
ness as it was to meet the exigencies of
this particular situation.

I intend to pursue that suggestion
with the President and the Secretary
of State and with the President’s na-
tional security adviser.

To summarize, that suggestion is
that there be some sort of weekly or at
least periodic briefing for the leader-
ship of the Senate on national defense
and foreign policy issues. They may be
routine and last a minute or they may
be extensive and last a long time. It
may be just the two leaders or it may
be an aggregation of Senators, but
that is a Senate decision.

I am the President’s spear carrier in
the Senate. I am his friend, and surely
I do not need to prove that anymore. I
believe I have earned that badge. But
I owe my {first obligation to the
Senate. I am majority leader of the
Senate, and that is my first duty and
responsibility. So I intend to serve my
President, but I also intend to remain
loyal to the Senate. And that loyalty
must insist that the Senate have an
opportunity to exercise that imprecise
and ill-defined role in foreign policy
determination.

Now, Mr. President, there is one
other piece of information I should
supply for the record on consultation
on this particular issue. I did not men-
tion it earlier but only because I forgot
it. I did not think of it in this context.

On Monday of this week, at the
President’s request, Congressman
MicHEL, the Republican leader in the
House, and I lunched with the Presi-
dent at the White House, and the
President reviewed the overall general
situation.

The luncheon was not for the pur-
pose, as I understand it, of telling us
about the carrier task force in the Pa-
cific or the battleship New Jersey or
troops in Honduras. I did not under-
stand that was the reason for the
meeting. But I would like the record to
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show that the President did discuss
these matters.

I would also point out it was after
the fact, but he did explain his reason
and rationale for doing these things to
Congressman MicHEL and to me. I
want that to be clearly understood so
no one thinks that I am trying to di-
minish the President’s effort to keep
me apprised or Congressman MICHEL.
And maybe that is what the President
had in mind in his press conference
whenr he said he was trying to keep
the Congress apprised.

But in any event, Mr. President, I
am saying now that we need do more
than that. I will pursue that. I pledge
to Members of the Senate on both
sides of the aisle that I will discharge
my responsibility and obligation to the
Senate to be best of my ability to see
that we have an opporfunity to exer-
cise our constitutional responsibility in
this field.

I thank the minority leader for
bringing the matter up.

Mr. BYRD. I thank the majority
leader for his assurance. I feel much
better after having heard the majority
leader say what he has said. He did
not have to say it publicly because I
knew it, but I am glad he has said it
here again.

Mr. BAKER. I thank the Senator.

ORDER OF PROCEDURE

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I believe
there is an order in favor of the distin-
guished Senator from Wisconsin for 15
minutes, to be followed by an order in
favor of the distinguished Senator
from Nebraska for 15 minutes. They
are both on the floor, and I assume
they are ready to proceed.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
majority leader is correct.

RECOGNITION OF SENATOR
PROXMIRE

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
Senator from Wisconsin (Mr. PRrROX-
MIRE) is recognized.

WHY WE SHOULD NOT PURSUE
A MILITARY SOLUTION IN CEN-
TRAL AMERICA

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President,
should this country accept the argu-
ment of President Ronald Reagan that
this country has a genuine national se-
curity interest in the Marxist, Commu-
nist makeup of the Nicaraguan Gov-
ernment or the Marxist Communist
challenge of thousands of rebels to the
democratically elected Government of
El Salvador? Certainly, these countries
are near us. Yes, indeed, Marxism
could spread to other Central Ameri-
can countries. Conceivably, we could
be bedeviled by a half dozen Fidel
Castro-type Communist bases on the
front porch of this country, threaten-
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ing the Panama Canal and serving as a
possible military base for the Soviet
Union. In such a series of catastrophic
events, would this country face a seri-
ous military threat? The answer is ab-
solutely, unequivocally, and emphati-
cally: “No.”

Even if, somehow, all the Central
American countries should come to-
gether in a unanimous Communist
cabal, they would constitute no genu-
ine military threat to the United
States. I am sure the people in those
countries are brave and strong people.
In fighting for their countries—in de-
fending their homeland, in that kind
of guerrilla warfare, as we have discov-
ered—a relatively weak military force
without any modern weapons of war
can win surprising victories against a
far bigger, stronger, better equipped
military force. Vietham and Afghani-
stan should remind us of the grim
fact. But as an invading force? Can we
expect the Nicaraguans to be in El
Paso? And then striking out to Hous-
ton?

Consider what we face as a military
threat in Central America. The first
big fact about Central America is that
one country, Mexico, dominates the
area overwhelmingly. The population
of the nine Central American coun-
tries including Cuba and Mexico is just
over 100 million, compared to our 230
million, 70 percent of this population
is Mexican.

For any country to mount a war
effort, especially any kind of aggres-
sive war effort, outside its borders, and
particularly against the United States,
requires an economy capable of sup-
porting such a war effort. Consider
the Central American economies—in
aggregate. The total gross national
product of these nine nations is $212
billion, and 80 percent of this GNP be-
longs to Mexico. That compares with a
$3,000 billion, or $3 trillion, economy
for this country. We are about 15
times more productive economically.
So the potential for military power for
these Central American countries is
pathetically small.

Now, how about actual military ex-
penditures? Here we find that the ex-
penditures of all nine of these coun-
tries together total about $3 billion,
more than half of which is Mexico’s.
Think of that: $3 billion for all the
Central American countries. More
than half of that is Mexico’s. That
compares to our U.S. military expendi-
tures of $214 billion, or more than 70
times the total military expenditures
of all these Central American coun-
tries combined.

Compare military personnel. The
total military personnel of all nine of
these countries amounts to 563,000,
and two-thirds of these are Mexican
troops. Incidentally, most of the Mexi-
can troops are part-time conscripts.
This compares with 2,100,000 full-
time, regular American military per-
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sonnel, not including National Guard
and Reserve components.

Now look at the real muscle of
modern war. In combat aireraft, all
nine Central American countries have
265 combat aircraft, compared to over
5,000 American combat aircraft, about
a 20-to-1 ratio in our advantage. In
major naval vessels, the nine Central
American countries, in aggregate, have
14, 10 of which are Mexican, compared
to 285, or literally 14 times as many,
for the United States. In army person-
nel the nine countries have 509,000, of
which about 70 percent are Mexican.
And, again, 250,000 of the Mexican
troops are part-time conscripts com-
pared to 780,000 regular U.S. Army
personnel.

Mr. President, the Capitol Police, by
themselves, on a good day, could
handle any threat from most of these
Central American countries. They do
not amount to any kind of threat at
all.

Of course, none of this includes the
fact that this country has an immense
arsenal of strategic nuclear weapons,
on land, at sea, and in the air. And
how many do the nine Central Ameri-
can countries have? Absolutely none.

The most striking facts about these
comparisons are:

First, Mexico absolutely dominates
Central America in military potential
and actual force.

Second, the single significant mili-
tary force in Central America outside
of Mexico is Cuba. And the Central
American countries other than Mexico
add virtually nothing to the Cuban
military power, even in the unlikely
event that all of them should become
Marxist Communist states and aline
themselves firmly with Cuba. In con-
sidering this group of Central Ameri-
can nations together—excluding
Mexico—Cuba makes 75 percent of the
military expenditures, has 63 percent
of the military personnel, 70 percent
of the combat aircraft, 60 percent of
the army personnel, and literally 100
percent of the major naval vessels. No
one can argue that, annoying as
Castro and Cuba may be, they in any
way really threaten this country mili-
tarily.

Third, in aggregate, on any assump-
tions, all the Central American coun-
tries together pose no significant mili-
tary threat—none to our national se-
curity.

Furthermore, there is every reason
to believe that Mexico will remain, as
she has for many years, our firm ally
and friend, a wise and pacifying force
in Central America.

What genuine, realistic national se-
curity interest does this country have
in Central America? For many reasons
we should do everything we can—with-
out using military power—to Kkeep
communism out of Central America.
Grinding poverty and cruel exploita-
tion, either by Communist bureaucrats
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or rightwing plutocrats, is the bane of
this area. We should aline ourselves
with neither. We should press for
human rights and land reform in all
regimes. How should we do it? The
best way to do that is with the kind of
good neighbor policy enunciated by
Franklin Roosevelt and with Peace
Corps-type assistance as initiated by
President Kennedy. The one way we
can provoke Central America into a
hostile and perhaps largely Commu-
nist alinement is if we continue to
follow the kind of ham-handed, arro-
gant militarism that our Honduran
military exercises and our covert and
overt military operations in Nicaragua
and El Salvador demonstrate and that
the administration seems so intent on
pursuing.

Mr. President our overwhelming
military advantage overall of Central
America combined should remind us of
the imperative necessity that we use
this massive military power with re-
straint and care. Here is why: The
overpowering U.S. military advantage
is matched by a very real psychologi-
cal advantage that accrues to any little
country we try to push around mili-
tarily—either by muscle-flexing ma-
neuvers next to the little country’s
border or by an actual shooting inva-
sion. All of us dislike bullies. In any
kind of a confrontation, almost every
human being favors the little guy, the
underdog, the little, embattled few
who do not seem to have a chance.

This is true of most of our fellow
Americans, even when our country
itself has become involved as the big,
tough guy. The overwhelming majori-
ty of Americans love this country. We
are very proud of it. Some still react
the way Stephen Decatur put it: “My
country, in her intercourse with other
nations may she always be right. But
right or wrong: My country!” But
many Americans—patriotic as they
may be—will not support this Nation
when they think our actions are
wrong. And without thinking very
much about it, many Americans will
assume that when we flex our mighty
air and sea power on the very coastline
of these small, weak, impoverished
countries, good as our intentions may
be, and wrong as those who rule the
little country may be, we become the
oppressor. Certainly, other nations
throughout the world must have a far
more intense revulsion against this
kind of pushing the little kids in the
neighborhood around.

Of course, what makes this kind of
policy especially bad is that we cannot
win. No policy we can pursue will more
certainly assure the hostility of Cen-
tral Americans, and possibly even the
alienation of Mexico—and what a trag-
edy that would be. Mexico is indeed
crucial to us in Central America. This
big, tough, bully-on-the-block attitude,
could cost us dearly.
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Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that a table I have compiled,
showing the economic and military
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data about Central American coun-
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There being no objection, the table

tries compared to this country, be was ordered to be printed in the

printed at this point in the RECORD.

RECORD, as follows:

ECONOMIC AND MILITARY STATISTICS—CENTRAL AMERICA AND THE UNITED STATES
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GOLDEN FLEECE TO COAST
GUARD

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I
am giving my Golden Fleece of the
Month Award for July to the U.S.
Coast Guard for spending $1.1 million
to build a boat repair station at Cape
Hatteras, N.C., which sat empty and
unused for about a year. Why?—now
get this—because the Coast Guard
forgot, they right plumb forgot to
assign anyone to work there, that is
why.

The Coast Guard should consider
changing its motto from “Always
Ready’” to “Never Remember.” The
taxpayer can be forgiven for having a
sinking feeling about this boat repair
station.

The case of the forgotten repair sta-
tion started back in 1975. The district
office decided they needed a building
in which to repair boats during bad
weather. They estimated such a build-
ing would cost $500,000.

The Commandant of the Coast
Guard disapproved this proposal in
1977. He was not convinced that the
new building was needed.

The district office would not take
“no” for an answer and prepared an
analysis showing that the Coast
Guard would save money by repairing
the boats itself instead of having pri-
vate companies do the work. The anal-
ysis assumed that staff would be trans-
ferred from other Coast Guard sta-

tions, that no additional salary costs
would be incurred.

The Commandant then approved
the proposal in 1979 and in 1980 Con-
gress appropriated $1.1 million for the
new building. By December of 1981,
the building was ready for use.

There it sat, unused, day in and day
out. Months passed, the seasons
changed, and still no one appeared to
work in the building.

Finally, after about a year, the Coast
Guard assigned a skeleton staff to the
building. Listen to their explanation of
this incident:

We accurately and correctly demonstrated
the benefits which would result from a [new
building], but we totally overlooked the fact
that if you increase activity at a unit, you
can expect additional staffing will be needed
to do the work.

Think about that for a moment
before you take your next boat ride.
The Government agency charged with
search and rescue on the high seas
‘“totally overlooked the fact” that ad-
ditional people would be needed to
work in a new $1.1 million building.

Now comes the insult. T'o move boats
from the water to the repair building,
the Coast Guard purchased a $45,750
boat hoist. They successfully tested it
by moving the largest boat available—
one 44 feet long and weighing 20 tons.
Because the repair building was 20x40
feet in size moving this boat should

have been a reasonable test for any-
body.

But not for the Coast Guard. They
decided the hoist should have to lift a
30-ton load. A boat this size would
scarcely fit into the new building. But
the Coast Guard—always ready?—built
a 30-ton test weight—at a cost of over
$1,400. what happened when they
used this weight, which was shaped
more like a brick than a boat? The
hoist broke and repairs will cost
around $12,000.

The Coast Guard hoisted the tax-
payer on its petard once again.

This new building is within sight of
the area where Blackbeard the pirate
was killed. He used a sword to commit
piracy. Now the Coast Guard has
shown that when it comes to modern-
day buccaneering, the pen, applied to
a Government check, is truly mightier
than the sword.

WHAT ARE THE PROSPEC’I‘S

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I
have been rising on the floor of the
Senate virtually every day since April
of last year—that is 15 months—to
plead with this body to support a nu-
clear freeze or to exercise restraint in
authorizing and appropriating funds
that advance the nuclear arms race. I
am sure that no one in the Senate
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favors unilateral disarmament. I am
also sure that even those Senators
who have most consistently voted for
more and more nuclear weapons recog-
nize what a cataclysmic disaster a nu-
clear war would bring.

And I am sure the President is
equally sincere in desiring peace. But
somehow this sincere peaceful senti-
ment has had pathetically little effect.
This Congress—the House of Repre-
sentatives and the Senate—moves re-
lentlessly, month after month, year
after year ahead with this insane nu-
clear arms race.

We even seem to be unable to resist
the most inefficient weapons. We have
gone along with the B-1B bomber, de-
signed to carry nuclear weapons, in
spite of the strong likelihood that it
will be obsolete before we can build it.

We will come on in a few years with
the new technology, or Stealth
bomber, that will fulfill exactly the
same mission as the B-1B except that
it will foil the Soviet radar system that
will certainly trap the B-1B and make
each flight over the Soviet Union a
suicide mission. Of course, the B-1B
will cost tens of billions, and the
Stealth will also cost additional tens of
billions of dollars.

We also are hell-bent now on build-
ing 100 MX missiles with 10 warheads
each and for a fat $20 billion, al-

though 2 weeks of debate failed to
produce a single Senator who could
answer the repeated charge that the
missile will be vulnerable, literally a
sitting duck for the Russian hard-

target kill missiles to knock out. In ad-
dition, we are racing ahead putting
our technical and scientific laborato-
ries hard to work to develop more effi-
cient nuclear weapons, such as the D-5
hard target missile that we will fire
from our submarines.

Also, we will construct thousands of
cruise missiles in the next few years.
We will build at least an additional 20
Trident submarines to carry our
newest and most devastating hard-
target kill weapons within 5 or 6 min-
utes of their Russian targets. And the
President is bent on converting our
space program to a very largely mili-
tary mission, designed to give us a
series of antimissile devices that will
kill Russian satellites and in effect
poke out the eyes of Russia’s warning
system and shoot down any Russian
missiles that might be launched, thus
destroying their deterrent and giving
the Russians an incentive to attack
before we develop an antimissile
system that could literally disarm
their nuclear capability.

The success of the antisatellite pro-
gram could literally kill any prospect
of a verifiable nuclear freeze of any
kind and I mean any verifiable arms
control program. Satellites are the
quintessential heart of an effective
verification. Now how can 535 peace-
loving Members of the House of Rep-
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resentatives and Senate permit such a
foolish race to national suicide?

Sometimes, Mr. President, Congress
and our whole National Government
seem like lemmings rushing to the sea,
determined to drown en masse. Does
this mean that we have become so ab-
sorbed with building nuclear military
power that we have forgotten that the
whole purpose, the only justification
of military spending, is not war but
peace?

Last year the House voted on August
5 by an almost precisely even split—
204 to 202—against a nuclear freeze.
On May 4 of this year the House re-
versed that vote and voted 278 to 149—
nearly 2 to 1—for a nuclear freeze.
What happened? Simple. On Novem-
ber 2, 1982, we had an election and in
the fall of 1982 there were a series of
nine referendums on the nuclear
freeze in nine different States. Eight
of those States supported the freeze,
in most cases by big margins.

Every public opinion poll has shown
the same result with freeze support
running about 3 to 1 in favor. The
people of this country are demanding
an end to this arms race. We better get
the message. If and when the Senate
has a shot at the nuclear freeze, I am
convinced we will follow the House of
Representatives and also pass a nucle-
ar freeze resolution.

Now, let us be clear about it. The
freeze does not call for unilateral dis-
armament. No, indeed. It calls for the
negotiation of a mutual, verifiable
agreement between the United States
and the Soviet Union to stop the test-
ing, production, and deployment of
nuclear weapons. Because it sets no
time limit and because negotiations
are under the firm control of whoever
happens to be President of the United
States, the freeze resolution simply
states a policy and an intention. It is
the beginning, but only the beginning,
of our best hope for survival.

THE PLASTICITY OF HUMAN
NATURE

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, the
act of genocide—systematically mur-
dering a racial, ethnic, national, or re-
ligious group—is hard for U.S. citizens
to comprehend. This may be why the
Genocide Convention, which makes
mass slaughter punishable under
international law, has gone unratified
for 34 years.

It is understandable to us that one
crazy man, like Adolf Hitler, could be-
lieve that the ‘““final solution” lay in
eliminating the Jewish people. But the
notion that an entire society could go
insane—much less a highly -civilized
nation like Germany—is far more in-
comprehensible, and disturbing.

The fact is, Adolf Hitler was neces-
sary, but not sufficient, for the Holo-

caust. If the German intelligentsia,
the German elite, and the German
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people had refused to go along with
the notion that Jews were the source
of all evil, then Adolf Hitler might
today be an obscure figure in German
history.

In some ways, it is hard to blame
those who did not stand up. Movie
critic Stanley Kauffman has a point
when he says, “I'm never less sure of
my physical courage than when I'm
asked, by a film or a play or book, to
condemn the anti-Nazi Germans who
lived under the Nazi regime and did
not rebel.”

But a new German movie, “The
White Rose,” tells the story of the
small number of German men and
women who would not comply with
the Nazi regime's slaughter of the
Jewish people. The leaders of the anti-
Nazi, pro-German movement—stu-
dents Hans and Sophie Scholl and
their philosophy professor, Kurt
Huber—kept their honor, but lost
their lives. All were guillotined.

“The White Rose,” Mr. President,
tells us that some people will face in-
credible danger in a stand for decency.
What the movie also tells us, however,
is that this courage is rare. Professor
Huber and his pupils tried to stop
genocide while it was happening. A
few years later, the world set out to
prevent genocide. The United Nations
passed the Genocide Convention with
the idea that outlawing genocide
might in some way deter future Hit-
lers.

Despite this, the U.S. Senate has
failed to act. I urge my colleagues to
ratify the Genocide Convention.

Mr. President, I thank the Chair.

RECOGNITION OF SENATOR
ZORINSKY

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr,
HatrierLp). Under the previous order,
the Senator from Nebraska (Mr. Zor-
INSKY) is recognized for not to exceed
5 minutes.

THE NATIONAL COMMISSION ON
TEACHER EDUCATION ACT

Mr. ZORINSKY. Mr. President,
since the report of the Commission on
Excellence in Education was pub-
lished, national attention has been fo-
cused on the crisis in our schools.
Many suggestions have been made on
ways to improve our educational
system. However, one problem area
noted in the report which has received
little attention is weakness in teacher
training.

The Commission report found that
teacher preparation programs need
substantial improvement and that the
teacher preparation curriculum is
weighted heavily with courses in edu-
cational methods at the expense of
courses in subjects to be taught. As a
result, many teachers have not mas-
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tered the basic skills in reading, writ-
ing, math, and other subjects that
they are required to teach.

Reaction to the report so far has
dealt mainly with better pay for teach-
ers, stricter curriculum requirements,
competency testing, etc. I agree that
these areas need attention. However, if
teachers are not trained in their sub-
ject of instruction, all these changes
will make little difference.

I have been looking into this matter
since the Commission’s report was
issued, and the facts are surprising.
Significant findings have been pub-
lished in recent years—and earlier—
about the poor quality of teacher edu-
cation. Although some States have
taken action, there has been no na-
tional response.

Numerous studies have found that
the colleges of education now attract
the least capable students, and those
who go on to teaching jobs are among
the lower-scoring graduates. Many stu-
dents consider an education major as
the easiest way to get a degree. They
can earn 3 hours of college credit for
taking courses such as materials for
rhythmical activities, administering
leisure delivery systems, or motorcycle
safety and rider education. Ph. D. dis-
sertations have been written on such
topies as service in the high school caf-
eteria, student posture, and public
school plumbing. As a result, talented
students are discouraged from enter-
ing the teaching profession.

One of the most severe critics of
teacher training has been Gene Lyons,
staff writer for the Texas Monthly,
who authored an article in 1979 about
his investigation of teacher training
institutions. He described as nonsense
many of the classes he visited. The
play-acting and other antics cause him
to wonder if he had not wandered into
classes for stand-up comedians. He
said, “Everyone was having a grand
time and why not? Everybody was get-
ting an A or at worst a B.” He called
teacher education “a massive fraud,
which drives out dedicated people, re-
wards incompetence and wastes mil-
lions of dollars.”

Around the mid-1960’s a faction of
educators urged wholesale rejection of
traditional educational methods. As a
result, many teacher training pro-
grams shifted their emphasis from
training teachers in academic subjects
to emphasis on behavioral science
techniques. They began to concern
themselves with the children’s emo-
tional development, social adjustment,
and so forth, at the expense of cogni-
tive learning.

These theories have been criticized
by other educators. Diane Ravitch of
Columbia Teachers College in New
York City stated.

It is really putting things backwards to

say that if children feel good about them-
selves, they will achieve. Instead, if children
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are learning and achieving, then they feel
good about themselves.

The distinction between teaching
techniques and behavioral science
techniques is not clear, since many of
the psychological strategies which
became popular in the 1960's and
1970’s were meant to be interspersed
in the classroom in all subjects. How-
ever, it is clear that for many teachers
the subject to be taught is secondary
to the student’s inner life—their self-
concepts, feelings, and values.

In 1981, J. W. Anderson, a member
of the editorial page staff of the
Washington Post, wrote about a para-
dox at George Mason University in
Fairfax, Va. Its English Department
was leading a statewide campaign to
instruct teachers at every level on how
to teach writing. At the same time, its
education department was using a
textbook which directed its future
teachers not to require written reports
but instead to have students sign up
for oral reports. This would save the
student the trouble of writing or
typing a report, and you the trouble of
reading a report; it will also give you
the opportunity to interact with each
of your students on a person-to-person
basis and to probe more deeply into in-
terpretations. Obviously the emphasis
was on interaction and probing rather
than on proficiency in writing. Mr. An-
derson found the suggestion that writ-
ing was mere trouble for both the stu-
dent and teacher insidious. Yet, this
situation at George Mason is far from
unique.

In the February 1981 issue of the
Phi Delta Kappan, Arthur W. Combs
of the University of Northern Colora-
do authored an article in support of
humanistic education. He stated that
“our society can get along very well
with a bad reader; a bigot is a danger
to everyone.” While I do not care for
bigots any more than Professor Combs
does, I am disturbed that a distin-
guished professor in foundations of
education could have such a cavalier
attitude toward literacy.

Illiteracy in the United States has
become so widespread that we have
come to accept it as the norm. Over 22
percent of adults in this country are
functionally illiterate, and another 32
percent are only marginally literate.
Billions of our tax dollars are spent
every year on remedial reading. Not
only are remedial reading classes
taught in colleges, but government
agencies, the Armed Forces, and indus-
try are forced to offer courses in basic
reading skills.

This problem affects all segments of
our society and our economy in that it
contributes to increased welfare, un-
employment, crime, and other social
ills, all of which must be addressed
with additional tax dollars. A 1975
Office of Education study found that
while the situation is dismal for all
American schoolchildren, it is even
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worse for minorities who are dispro-
portionately represented in these illit-
eracy rates—more than twice that of
the population as a whole.

Dr. Rudolf Flesch, in his 1981 book,
“Why Johnny Still Can't Read,”
stated that because of current meth-
ods of instruction, the U.S. literacy
rate has already dropped to the level
of Burma and Albania and is ap-
proaching that of Zambia.

The whole-word system of reading
being taught in our schools is de-
scribed by Samuel Blumenfeld in the
February, 1983 issue of American Edu-
cation as imbecilic. He claims it is
needlessly complicated, difficult, illogi-
cal, and ineffective. He wondered how
educators can be “insane enough to
think that you could successfully
teach children to read English as if it
were Chinese?”

Mr. Blumenfeld asks how the profes-
sors get away with this blatant educa-
tional malpractice in a free country
where parents and elected representa-
tives are supposed to have ultimate
control over the public schools.

In a 1979 research article entitled
“Teaching Reading to Learning-Dis-
abled and Other Hard-to-Teach Chil-
dren,” Dr. Barbara Bateman stated,

Near failure-proof methods for teaching
all children to read are already available.
Continued failure of schools to employ
these programs is at best negligent, and at
worst malicious.

It has been suggested that the great-
est obstacle to literacy in America is
our own educational establishment,
which has a vested interest in main-
taining the status quo. According to
the 1969 report of the National Acade-
my of Education’s blue-ribbon Com-
mittee on Reading, “an effective na-
tional reading effort should bypass the
existing education macrostructure.”
The intimation is that there is power
and money for educators in illiteracy.

The International Reading Associa-
tion has gone from 7,000 members in
1965 to 65,000 in 1982. According to
Mr. Blumenfeld, “it has become the
impregnable citadel of the whole-word
method.” He claims that proven meth-
ods of teaching reading are kept out of
our schools as effectively as if we had
a “dictatorship with an all-powerful
Ministry of Education.” Strong words?
Yes; but is it not our responsibility to
find out the extent of the truth
behind them? Why has remedial read-
ing become institutionalized? Why are
not teachers trained to teach it right
in the first place?

In the New York Times Magazine of
June 5, 1983, Leon Botstein as one of
his “Nine Proposals to Improve Our
Schools,” stated that separate schools
of education and departments of edu-
cation should be disbanded. He sug-
gested that education department fac-
ulty should be distributed throughout
the academic departments. In this
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way, the substantive training of teach-
ers would be in their subject matter.
Although this proposal sounds radical,
we need to look at what prompted it.

School time is precious time. It
should not be misspent because of
teachers who have not been educated
properly. Our children have only one
opportunity for an education.

I find it significant that parents are
willing to pay for private schools
which, in most States, are not required
to have certified teachers.

Mr. President, I am a strong sup-
porter of our public schools. I am dis-
mayed to find our that although our
per capita public expenditures on edu-
cation are higher than anywhere in
the world, our students fall far behind
those of other countries in test scores.
Although we rank first on measures of
resource allocation, we are not first on
any measure of intellectual achieve-
ment.

While we obviously have many good
schools of education and countless
able and dedicated teachers, the facts
cannot be ignored. Our education
system is in trouble, and we must look
for root causes. I believe that our
system of teacher education is one of
them. Students cannot learn from
teachers who have not been educated
and trained properly.

I am therefore introducing legisla-
tion to establish a Commission to in-
vestigate teacher training in this coun-
try. I do not suggest for one moment
that we should create national policy
on teacher education, but rather that
we look into its problems. This is not
meant to supplant any efforts that the
States are already making, but to sup-
plement them. The Commission could
be a useful tool in working with the
States, identifying common problems,
and sharing solutions that have been
found to be effective.

I believe it is a proper role of the
Federal Government to focus on this
national problem. The colleges of edu-
cation and departments of education
are not as subject to scrutiny as are
our public schools. Therefore, a na-
tional Commission would be the most
effective way to look into this matter.
I also believe that we should not put
this investigation into the hands of
the education community alone. Rep-
resentatives of business and industry
as well as parents should be included
in any study because they are also di-
rectly affected and can provide a fresh
perspective.

The cost of this Commission is
minute compared to the cost of doing
nothing. I urge my colleagues to sup-
port this effort.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the legislation be
printed in the REcorp immediately fol-
lowing my floor statement.

There being no objection, the bill
was ordered to be printed in the
REcoORD, as follows:
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S.J. Res. 138

Whereas the National Commission on Ex-
cellence in Education found that teacher
preparation curriculum is weighted heavily
with courses in “educational methods” at
the expense of courses in subjects to be
taught and found that teacher preparation
programs need substantial improvement;

Whereas significant findings have been
published about the poor quality of teacher
education, but there has been no national
response;

Whereas colleges of education are not ac-
countable to the public as are local schools;

Whereas numerous studies have found
that the colleges of education now attract
the least capable students, and those who go
on to teaching jobs are among the least tal-
ented graduates;

Whereas many teachers have not mas-
tered the basic skills in reading, writing,
math, and other subjects that such teachers
are employed to teach;

Whereas it is important that competent
persons be attracted to the field of teaching;

Whereas many teacher training programs
have shifted emphasis from training teach-
ers to develop expertise in academic subjects
in which such teachers are to be certified, to
emphasis on classroom psychological tech-
niques not related to the development of
student academic competencies;

Whereas recently, there has been a
marked decline in student achievement test
scores;

Whereas one out of five adults has been
determined to be functionally illiterate; and

Whereas it is not possible to expect stu-
dents to be taught properly by teachers who
have not been trained properly: Now, there-
fore be it

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled, That this joint reso-
lution may be cited as the “National Com-
mission on Teacher Education Act”.

ESTABLISHMENT OF COMMISSION

Sec. 2. (a) There is established a commis-
sion to be known as the Commission on
Teaching Education (hereafter in this Act
referred to as the “Commission”).

(b) The Commission shall be composed of
sixteen members as follows:

(1) Eight members shall be appointed by
the President of the United States.

(2) Four members shall be appointed by
the President pro tempore of the Senate,
two upon recommendation of the Majority
Leader of the Senate and two upon recom-
mendation of the Minority Leader of the
Senate.

(3) Four members shall be appointed by
the Speaker of the House of Representa-
tives, two upon recommendation of the Ma-
jority Leader of the House of Representa-
tives and two upon recommendation of the
Minority Leader of the House of Represent-
atives.

(eX1) Of the members specified in para-
graph (1) of subsection (b), not more than
four members shall be from the same politi-
cal party. Of the members specified in para-
graphs (2) and (3) of subsection (b), not
more than two members specified in each
such paragraph shall be from the same po-
litical party.

(2) Of the members specified in paragraph
(1) of subsection (b), two shall be parents,
two shall be representatives of business and
industry, and two shall be members of local
school boards. Of the members specified in
paragraph (2) of subsection (b), one shall be
a parent, one shall be a representative of
business and industry, and one shall be a
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member of a local school board. Of the
members specified in paragraph (3) of sub-
section (b), one shall be a parent, one shall
be a representative of business and industry,
and one shall be a member of a local school
board. The members of the Commission
shall be individuals who possess demonstrat-
ed capacities to discharge the duties im-
posed on the Commission.

(d) Any vacancy in the Commission shall
not affect its powers, but shall be filled in
the same manner in which the original ap-
pointment was made.

{(e) The Commission shall elect a Chair-
man and a Vice Chairman from among its
members.

(f) Nine members of the Commission shall
constitute a quorum for the transaction of
business, but the Commission may establish
a lesser number as a quorum for the pur-
pose of holding hearings, taking testimony,
and receiving evidence.

FUNCTIONS

Sec. 3. (a) The Commission shall conduct
a full and complete investigation of teacher
training in the United States. Such investi-
gation shall include, but not be limited to,
the consideration of—

(1) the proper balance between courses in
instructional methods and subject matter,
ang the degree to which imbalances may
exist;

(2) the extent of training in the use of
psychological techniques unrelated to aca-
demic content in colleges of education, and
the use of such techniques in the classroom
and the effect on students;

(3) the methods used to train teachers in
all academic subject areas and grade levels
to teach reading and reading comprehen-
sion, how reading is currently being taught
in the classroom, and the effectiveness of
these methods; and

(4) the role the Federal Government has
played in the areas described in this subsec-
tion.

(b) In carrying out its functions under this
section, the Commission shall—

(1) assess the factors which contribute to
excellence in teacher education and the
degree to which teacher education programs
are or are not meeting these standards;

(2) assess the degree to which teacher edu-
cation inadequacies have contributed to il-
literacy;

(3) review teacher in-service training pro-
grams at the local, State, and university
levels to determine the characteristics that
promote effective classroom teaching per-
formance and the degree to which these
programs are or are not achieving these
standards;

(4) recommend policies to attract compe-
tent persons to the field of teaching;

(5) recommend programs and policies to
upgrade teacher education, with particular
emphasis on teaching skills in the areas of
reading and reading comprehension;

(6) recommend the appropriate local,
State, and Federal role in addressing the
problems of upgrading teacher education in
this country; and

(7T) assemble, analyze and publicize its
findings.

(c) The Commission shall submit to the
President and to the Congress such interim
reports as it deems advisable. The Commis-
sion shall submit to the President and to
the Congress not later than twenty-four
months after the first meeting of the Com-
mission, a final report of the study and in-
vestigation, together with such recommen-
dations as the Commission deems advisable.
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ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS

Sec. 4. (a) Subject to such rules and regu-
lations as may be adopted by the Commis-
sion, the Chairman is authorized to—

(1) appoint, terminate, and fix the com-
pensation without regard to the provisions
of title 5, United States Code, governing ap-
pointments in the competitive service, and
without regard to the provisions of chapter
51 and subchapter III of chapter 53 of title
5, United States Code, or of any other provi-
sion of law, relating to the number, classifi-
cation, and General Schedule rates—

(A) of such personnel as it deems advisa-
ble to assist in the performance of its duties,
at rates not to exceed a rate equal to the
maximum rate for GS-18 of the General
Schedule under section 5332 of such title;
and

(B) of an Executive Director for the Com-
mission contingent upon confirmation by
the Commission members at an annual rate
of compensation not to exceed a rate equal
to the rate provided for level V of the Exec-
utive Schedule under section 5316 of title 5,
United States Code; and

(2) procure, as authorized by section 3109
of title 5, United States Code, temporary
and intermittent services to the same extent
as is authorized by law for agencies in the
executive branch but at rates not to exceed
the daily equivalent of the maximum
annual rate of basic pay in effect for grade
GS-18 of the General Schedule.

(b) Service as a member of the Commis-
sion or as an employee of the Commission
shall not be considered service in an ap-
pointive or elective position in the Govern-
ment for purposes of section 8344 of title 5,
United States Code, or comparable provi-
sions of Federal law.

(¢) The Commission may adopt such rules
and regulations as may be necessary to es-
tablish its procedures and to govern the
manner of its operations, organization, and
personnel.

COMPENSATION OF MEMBERS

Sec. 5. (a) The members of the Commis-
sion who are otherwise employed by the
Federal Government shall serve on the
Commission without additional compensa-
tion. The members of the Commission not
otherwise employed by the Federal Govern-
ment shall each be paid at a rate equal to
the daily rate of pay for level IV of the Ex-
ecutive Schedule for each day such member
is engaged in the actual performance of
duties as a member of the Commission.

(b) All members of the Commission shall
be reimbursed for travel as authorized by
section 5703 of title 5, United States Code,
subsistence, and other necessary expenses
incurred in the performance of the duties of
the Commission.

POWERS OF THE COMMISSION

Skec. 6. (a) The Commission or, on the au-
thorization of the Commission, any subcom-
mittee thereof or any member authorized
by the Commission may, for the purpose of
carrying out this joint resolution, hold such
hearings and sit and act at such times and
places, take such testimony, have such
printing and binding done, enter into such
contracts and other arrangements (with or
without consideration or bond, to such
extent or in such amounts as are provided in
appropriation Acts, and without regard to
section 3709 of the Revised Statutes (41
U.S.C. 5)), make such expenditures, and
take such other actions as the Commission
or such member may deem advisable. Any
member of the Commission may administer
oaths or affirmations to witnesses appearing
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before the Commission or before such
member.

(b) The Commission is authorized to
secure directly from any officer, depart-
ment, agency, establishment, or instrumen-
tality of the Government such information,
suggestions, estimates, and statistics as the
Commission may require for the purpose of
this joint resolution, and each such officer,
department, agency, establishment, or in-
strumentality is authorized and directed to
furnish, to the extent permitted by law,
such information, suggestions, estimates,
and statistics directly to the Commission,
upon request made by the Chairman or Vice
Chairman.

(c) Upon request of the Commission, the
head of any Federal agency is authorized to
make any of the facilities and services of
such agency available to the Commission or
to detail any of the personnel of such
agency to the Commission, on a reimbursa-
ble basis, to assist the Commission in carry-
ing out its duties under this joint resolution,
unless the head of such agency determines
that urgent, overriding reasons will not
permit the agency to make such facilities,
services, or personnel available to the Com-
mission and so notifies the Chairman in
writing.

(d) The Commission may use the United
States mails in the same manner and under
the same conditions as other departments
and agencies of the United States.

(e) No officer or agency of the United
States shall require the Commission to
submit any report, recommendation, or
other matter to any such officer or agency
for approval, comment, or review before
submitting such report, recommendation, or
other matter to the Congress.

TERMINATION OF THE COMMISSION

Skc. 7. Ninety days after the submission to
the Congress of its final report the Commis-
sion shall cease to exist.

AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS

Sec. 8. There are authorized to be appro-
priated such sums, but not to exceed
$2,000,000, as may be necessary to carry out
the provisions of this joint resolution.

Mr. ZORINSKY. I thank the Chair.
I yield back the remainder of my time,
and I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will
the Senator withhold?

Mr. ZORINSKY. I withhold my re-
quest.

ROUTINE MORNING BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order there will now be a
period for the transaction of routine
morning business for not to exceed 15
minutes with statements limited to 3
minutes each. We are now in morning
business.

Mr. ZORINSKY. 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. BAKER. 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.

21309

ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, under
the order previously entered, I believe
the Senate will resume the consider-
ation of the motion to proceed to the
consideration of H.R. 2733. The order
provides that Senator MELCHER will be
recognized. Is that correct?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
majority leader is correct.

Mr. BAKER. 1 yield the floor, Mr.
President.

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is
there further morning business? If
not, morning business is closed.

CRITICAL AGRICULTURAL
MATERIALS ACT

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will
resume consideration of the motion to
proceed to consideration of H.R. 2733.

The Senator from Montana (Mr.
MELCHER) is recognized.

Mr. MELCHER. To help stabilize
the price of agricultural commodities
we have had numerous farm pro-
grams. Our goal is to help keep family-
size farms viable. We have not been
successful enough. Mr. President, this
morning’s Washington Post carried a
front-page article dealing with some
agricultural payments under the pay-
ment-in-kind program. The author of
the article is Ward Sinclair, who is a
long-time Post reporter with both ex-
perience and good insight on matters
dealing with agriculture. The article
dealt with the payment in kind to
some cotton producers in California.
The payment-in-kind program (PIK) is
the program that is used under the au-
thority of the Secretary of Agricul-
ture, to attempt to bring down produc-
tion of commodities that are in sur-
plus.

Payment in kind means just this:
For those producers who agree not to
grow a particular commodity covered
under the program offered by the Sec-
retary of Agriculture, they will re-
ceive, under his authority and under
terms that the Secretary sets, pay-
ment for not producing. Payment is
made in the commodity at an amount
set by the Secretary of Agriculture
based on the crop production of a par-
ticular operator in a particular com-
modity. In the case of these cotton
producers in California, the article de-
scribes large amounts of payment in
kind for those particular cotton pro-
ducers.

The producer receiving the commod-
ity as a payment in kind has the
option of selling it or holding it under
any conditions that that particular op-
erator chooses. Most operators sell a
portion or all of that particular pay-
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ment, transferring the commodity
itself into cash.

These are large cotton operators. In
fact, the payments in kind are, for
some of them, equates to a quarter of
a million dollars or a half a million
dollars, and I think in one or more in-
stances described in the article “‘a mil-
lion dollars worth of cotton.” Well,
that authority exists with the Secre-
tary of Agriculture under existing law.

It may come as quite a surprise to
many readers of the article that the
payments are that large. If you read
the article and are not necessarily ex-
perienced with the program or the op-
erations of corporation farmers such
as those that are described, I think
there are three points that are quickly
ascertained. One is that the payment-
in-kind payments of the commodity
translates itself into rather large
amounts of cash when the commodity
is sold.

Now, a person reading the article
might jump to the conclusion that
that is the case in all instances. Well,
let me hasten to say that the payment
in kind, under the PIK program
whether it is in cotton or wheat or
corn or rice, might be a very small
payment depending on what size the
farm is and depending upon what
agreement the operator of that farm is
willing to enter into with the Secre-
tary of Agriculture. It could be for a
very small amount and it in many
cases is.

But the second point that will be
quickly ascertained, even by those who
have no direct knowledge of the pro-
gram or the size of the operation, is
that these are extremely large farm
operations, not of family-farm size,
and in many instances they are owned
by large companies.

The third point that will be quickly
ascertained by a reader is that these
are large irrigation operations and
that the water comes to them and is
used by them and made available to
them from Federal dams; that is, dams
that have been constructed when all
or a portion of the cost of the dam
construction was from the Federal
Treasury.

Given those three points, it will
probably be a shock to a lot of the
readers of Ward Sinclair’s article in
this morning’s Post, and I would like
to discuss three points in regard to
that.

The first one is this: I would like to
discuss why these particular operators
are large operators. Why is a large
company, a company that you will rec-
ognize by name, not necessarily from
farm operations but more likely from
those names as conglomerates that are
in energy development, operating
farms in California? Consider this: For
almost 30 years agricultural prices
have been under extreme downward
pressure, and because of that the costs
of production had to go down in order
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to allow the operator to survive. Not
all farm operators during the past 30
yvears have survived. Indeed, a rather
large percentage of operators who
were in business 30 years ago did not
survive. The trend has been downward
in the number of family farm opera-
tors in the United States. It has gone
down simply because reducing the cost
of production in order to survive eco-
nomically, selling the commodities
that were produced at rather low
market prices, meant that unless they
could improve their efficiency—that is,
raise the same amount of corps on the
same acreage at less cost—they could
not survive, could not hold the place
together and continue to farm.

I suppose we have about half of the
units of agriculture in operation today
as we did 30 years ago. We believe we
have about 2.1 or 2.2 million farm and
ranch operators in the United States—
about half of what we had 30 years
ago. The reason is because of economic
pressures, because of low prices as
compared to the cost of producing
wheat, cotton, corn and feed grains,
rice, or for that matter sugar beets
and cane. For these and other agricul-
ture products there has been a trend
toward fewer and fewer family farm
operations and family ranch oper-
ations.

Now, what happened? What did they
do? They sold out. They had to. They
sold out and went into some other
type of livelihood to earn their living.
Most of them did not want to sell out.
For the most part they wished to stay
in business as farm and ranch produc-
ers, but it was not economically possi-
ble. Their loans were getting too
large—resulting sometimes in forced
liguidation, sometimes just an agreed
liquidation because there was no way
of surviving economically.

When they sell out, that means that
the land is still there and the water to
irrigate the land, if it is irrigated land,
is still there, and it also means that
somebody bought it. That made larger
and larger sized farms and ranches in
this country. The production contin-
ues. That does not change, because
somebody else is operating where
these family-sized farm operators or
these family-sized ranch operators
were. So the trend has been for 30
years toward bigger and bigger farms
and bigger and bigger ranches, and in
some instances it has been attractive
for business, and rather large business,
to buy the land and to continue the
farm or ranch operation.

The public—consumers—have been
served because the production is still
there. The cost of production has con-
tinued to climb, however. In many in-
stances the investment by a large com-
pany in land purchases has been an at-
tractive investment. One of the rea-
sons for that is because land values
have continued to climb and so with
an investment in land, a sound invest-
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ment, if the corporate operators did
not break even on the operation
during that particular year or even a
series of years, perhaps the increase in
land values would make the invest-
ment still very attractive.

That type of situation lends itself to
where the corporation or conglomer-
ate which has some capital available
and wishes to diversify part of their
operations can put it in something like
land that looks like a safe long-term
investment.

It is likely that the value of the land
will not go down and has a chance of
increasing. It is an attractive invest-
ment. Meanwhile the farm or ranch
operation continues under their man-
agement and the PIK program is
available to them.

Those farms in California which are
mentioned in the article this morning
were not always large, huge farms
owned by conglomerates. If you check
back on them, you will probably find
that 30 years ago there were a number
of family-size operations on their large
landholding. I have not checked back
on them, so I cannot say for sure. But
the likelihood is that they were all
family-size operations 30 years ago op-
erated by a number of individual
OWners.

There is no secret that for 30 years,
farmers and their organizations, local
and national, have said that with
prices the way they are, it is not possi-
ble in many instances to hold a family-
size operation together as economical-
ly sound.

This bill to hold down target prices
for wheat feed grains, cotton, and rice
would do further harm to them.

There have been times when agricul-
tural prices spurted up. That happens
in these particular commodities from
time to time; that is, in the case of
wheat, cotton, and feed grains. There
are times when the prices have been
high and above the cost of production
in the past 30 years.

But the market prices have been
tough for these producers and the
overall pictures has been one of have-
ing a desperate time holding together
a small unit and passing it on from
one generation of the family, to the
next, keeping the farm or ranch
intact. In many instances, the family
farms and family ranches of today are
double or triple the size they were 30
years ago. They have absorbed the
farms or ranches from another family
or two and have increased their oper-
ation just to keep one family oper-
ation going.

Yes, family-size farm operations
have been efficient. But the family-
size farm or ranch operations general-
ly are not financed well enough to fi-
nance 4 or 5 years of adverse market
conditions.

Believe me, in the past 30 years
there have been several cycles—wheth-
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er in cattle, wheat, hogs, sheep, cotton,
corn, feedgrains, or dairy—when there
have been 2-, 3-, 4-, or 5-year period
when the prices received for the pro-
duction from these family farms and
ranches have not paid the operating
costs. They had the option then of
either securing more capital in order
to keep financing their operation, ex-
tending their credit, or perhaps morta-
gaging their land. The over result of
this has been squeezing out those
whose credit became hopeless result-
ing in fewer operators.

While the country has been well
served, in term of food and fiber avail-
able and there have been attractive
consumer prices, it has been a trend
that damages severely individual fami-
lies and the social fabric of rural
America.

I greatly lament the loss of the
family operators from our farms and
ranches, and I have lamented for two
reasons. First, it has disrupted those
family-size operations from gaining
their livelihood in the field they have
chosen as their No. 1 choice. Second,
in the long run, the most efficient pro-
duction will come from family-size
farms and ranch operations. We
produce food and fiber in this country
that is cheaper per unit, and we
produce livestock cheaper in this coun-
try per unit than any other nation on
Earth. Yet, we lose a lot of our produc-
ers.

While they have been making that
production, our people, our consumers
and that is all of us in this country
who have had available to us food
products that are wholesome, that are
nutritious, that are convenient, that
are fresh, and that are available
throughout the country—cheaper
than any other country on Earth. It is
not just cheaper in terms of relative
value, whether you measure it in
hours worked, pay you received, or
measure it in comparison to the costs
of other consumer goods. U.S. food is
cheaper and better than in any other
country on Earth, during the whole
history of the world. Agriculture has
succeeded so well in America that it is
the marvel of the world.

During that time, we have seen the
nutritional advancements in this coun-
try. We have seen the opportunity not
only for people to eat what they want
but also wholesome food that is ade-
quate nutritionally. That excellent nu-
trition is available for children from
the time they are infants through
their early years and their school
years and their college years, on into
adulthood, which has made them
healthier and made it easier for them
to learn.

Nutrition has a lot to do with the
vigor and vitality of schoolchildren
and collage age youngsters. It has a lot
to do with how much they compre-
hend and how quickly they learn. Nu-
tritional advances are extremely im-
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portant to all of us in this country, for
a variety of reasons. The success of
good nutrition as the basis for sound
health has been one of the great ad-
vantages we have had in making gains
in controlling and preventing diseases,
preventing ill health, and extending
the years of elderly in a state of good
health that also means comfort and
enjoyment in our later years.

What we have done in this country,
we are interested in seeing done
abroad. When we talk about the op-
portunities for American agriculture,
for a decent price, and for the econo-
my of this country improving, we real-
ize the need for broadening American
agricultural trade.

What we are seeing done now
throughout the world, in many coun-
tries, is almost a revolution in the ad-
vancement of nutritional goals. Ad-
vancement of nutritional goals can be
made available to other countries from
the abundance we have in our country
and the abundance of other export
countries, but principally from the ag-
ricultural abundance of the United
States. We have developed some sales
to Russia over the past dozen years
which have been advantageous for our
trade balance, and they have been ad-
vantageous for the agricultural pro-
ducers of this country. Todays an-
nouncement of a 9 million metric ton
sale of American grain and soybeans
to the Soviet Union is a welcome reviv-
al of our trade with them, and it is for
cash.

I point out that the Soviet Union
purchasing our products is very advan-
tageous to the general nutritional
level of the people of the Soviet Union
and Iron Curtain countries. When
they eat more high protein foods, such
as dairy products, poultry products,
red meats, principally from hogs and
cattle, they not only are satisfying
what is a normal human appetite for
these high protein foods, but also,
they are satisfying the need to ad-
vance the nutritional level for all their
people.

We have also developed broader
markets for American products in
Asia.

I stress that when a population of a
country is improving its nutritional
levels that generally means that the
nutrition available to them, the food-
stuffs available to them will be more
and more the higher protein foods
that I have mentioned. When a coun-
try that does not have sufficient grain
supply to feed more chickens in order
to have more poultry available or
more eggs available or does not have
the grain supply available, for in-
stance, for dairy cows in order to
produce more milk, or grain available
to feed hogs or cattle, importation of
American grain for those purposes
means a greatly expanded market for
American feed grains.
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Why? If you take a pound of corn
and make corn meal out of it simply
by grinding it up, you can get yourself
very full, one human being on one
pound of corn per day. But if you want
to use the corn in order to have more
milk available or more eggs from
chickens available or to fatten some
hogs, you are probably going to use
anywhere from 4 to 10 pounds of grain
for 1 pound of that product. For chick-
ens or hogs we are talking about con-
verting 4 to 5 pounds of grain to make
1 pound of poultry. For 1 pound of
pork it takes about 8 or 9 pounds of
grain for a pig to gain that pound of
weight.

That revolution of upgrading the
nutritional opportunities is not only
occurring in the Soviet Union and in
Iron Curtain countries that are having
more high protein food available for
their people, it is also occuring in
Asian countries.

Korea has been a long-term purchas-
er of American grain. Japan has been
a long-time purchaser of American
grain. So too are the Philippines. And
China only recently has become a pur-
chaser of quantities of American
grains that are substantial and we
want to see that broadened out.

I point out in particular one of the
countries that we have had a long as-
sociation with of several generations.
It is the Philippines. They are net im-
porters of grain, most of it from the
United States.

Their Agricultural Minister is
Arturo R, Tanco, Jr. He has been the
Minister of Agriculture for 13 years in
the Philippines. You might assume
that a minster of agriculture who has
been on the job for 13 years first of all
must be well into his sixties or per-
haps even into his seventies. That is
not true. He is a much younger man.

You might also assume that he is a
person who comes from an agricultur-
al background. That is not true either.
He comes from a business background.

I had the pleasure of meeting him a
few weeks ago when he was here in
the United States for a World Food
Organization meeting. He, after all,
was President of the World Food
Council of the United Nations from
1977 to 1981. In fact, he is the only
President of the World Food Council
who ever served more than one term.
He served two terms. He is an out-
standing individual in terms of agricul-
ture production and food distribution
in global terms. He is familiar with the
United States, received much of his
education here and graduated from
the Harvard School of Business. That
is his background. But he brings to the
Philippines an understanding of what
agriculture should accomplish in an
underdeveloped country. He is devel-
oping the agriculture capability in his
own country that is truly remarkable.
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I have some data to stress these
points. In 1977 the Philippines import-
ed 146,300 metric tons of yellow corn.

As of the third quarter of 1981 corn
imports reached 234,096 metric tons.
You might say what are you talking
about? Is that agricultural improve-
ment? It is improvement in what they
are doing with that corn. They want it
for chickens and hogs. They want to
upgrade the nutritional levels of the
people of the Philippines. So far tradi-
tional breeds of dairy cattle do not
produce very well in that very hot
humid country.

There is an emphasis on better nu-
trition for their people because of
their importation of corn and they are
also raising their own corn. They have
more than doubled the production of
their own corn in the past 5 years.

Agriculture Minister Tanco told me
that so far hybrid varieties of corn
have not been successful. They have a
mold, a mildew problem that will re-
quire different types of hybrid seed
corn than has been successful in the
United States. But he feels fairly soon,
perhaps in the next year or 2—because
they are now trying some new varie-
ties that have been developed to be re-
sistant to both mildew and mold—per-
haps they will see their corn produc-
tion double within the next few years.

Does that mean that eventually they
are not going to be much of an import-
er of agricultural products from the
United States? No; I think they will
continue to increase their agricultural
importation because their agricultural
production has been of a nature of in-
creasing the capability for better nu-
tritional levels for all of their people.

Because they are improving the nu-
tritional level of the people through-
out the Philippines, they are going to
continue to need more and more feed-
grains and other agricultural products.

Corn for human consumption in the
Philippines is used as cornmeal princi-
pally. Corn in the form of cornmeal is
one of the basic foods for some of the
people in the Philippines. There are
over 7,000 islands in the Philippines,
the minister told me, many of which
are not inhabited. But it is a large
country. Some of the islands are very
large. They have a rather large popu-
lation. But for about 20 percent of the
people in the Philippines the basic
food is corn rather than rice.

The country is self-sufficient in
white corn for human consumption.
However, the production of yellow
corn for animal feeds is what they
import. The increasing demand for
feed corn triggered by the rapid ex-
pansion in commercial production of
pork and poultry is the reason for the
importation of yellow corn and using
it for feed purposes principally for
hogs and poultry.

Minister of Agriculture Tanco has
launched a vast program to increase
the productivity of corn but until they
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have conquered this phase of moving
into hybrid seed varieties—they think
they are going to be able to within the
next few years—their own production
of corn has reached sort of a plateau.

But there are other reasons they
have reached a plateau in licreasing
corn production and that is lack of
credit, low prices and the high cost of
marketing. You know, they are run-
ning into the same problem that we
have here in the United States, lack of
credit. That is the reason why we have
lost so many family farm operations.
The bottom line when we have lost
them is because they could not extend
their credit. To extend it any more
than they had was totally unreason-
able and many times impossible, so the
family farm operator would have to
sell out.

When the Philippines farmers men-
tion the high cost of marketing it re-
minds me of the problem we have in
Montana. What is the high cost of
marketing in Montana? Let me tell
you the high cost of marketing wheat
in Montana is the cost of shipping a
bushel of wheat either to the head of
the lakes near Duluth where it gets on
lake ship transportation or for the
most part the cost of shipping a
bushel of wheat from a Montana farm
to the west coast where it is going to
be exported and that is where most of
our wheat goes.

So you produce a bushel of wheat in
Montana and you are paid $3.50 for it,
which is close to the price currently.
The reason you are only getting that
$3.50 is because it is going to take an-
other dollar to get it out to the west
coast where it will get on a ship and be
transported to whatever foreign coun-
try is is bound for. More than two-
thirds of the American wheat goes
abroad, so it has to get to a point of
ocean transportation, and be loaded on
a ship.

You might say what has that got to
do with $3.50. It has got a lot to do
with the $3.50. Transportation costs
are why it is that low. Is $3.50 high
enough for a bushel of wheat? Consid-
er this, the average cost of production,
and we are the best producers of
wheat in the world, U.S. wheat farm-
ers produce wheat more cheaply, less
cost of production than any other
wheat producers on Earth, so we are
pretty good, we admit that. We are not
bragging either. But the cost of pro-
duction is about $4.50 to $5 per bushel,
somewhere between $4.50 and $5, and
so when you sell it for $3.50, you know
you have a loss.

What the producers in the Philip-
pines are finding out in the production
of yellow corn is just the same as we
found out in our country. Minister of
Agriculture Tanco believes that within
a matter of 2, 3, 4 years, they will have
hybrid varieties that will double their
crop per acre, greater efficiency by far,
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and they can stay in production, stay
in business.

But the Minister also told me one
important thing. It is what we recog-
nized in this country over 100 years
ago, in fact Jefferson recognized it
well over 200 years ago. In order to im-
prove the economy of this country, we
produced agricultural products and we
sold them abroad and in doing so we
created the capital that could be spent
on all types of other products pro-
duced in this country. We made a pur-
chaser out of farmers. We had the ag-
ricultural resource to develop the
original wealth. We sold the product
and much of it, as Jefferson recog-
nized, would be sold abroad. It is about
50-50 now of some of our products; in
the case of wheat more than two-
thirds are sold abroad, in the case of
cotton it is less than that, and in the
case of corn it is less than that, but in
many agricultural commodities pro-
duced in the United States half of the
production is grown to be sold abroad
in order to find a market. But in doing
so it makes buyers for other goods out
of those farm producers.

What we are lacking right now, Mr.
President, is a balance for these agri-
cultural producers that is having a
decent price to cover the costs of pro-
duction and provide a profit.

Minister Tanco recognizes that and
is moving ahead with agricultural pro-
duction in their country so they can
make purchasers of other goods to
support other industries and other
businesses in the Philippines. That is
the way agriculture works, that is the
way you use agriculture and that is
why agriculture is a basic business
good for other businesses. It is not to
be construed just as a way of life.
Those of us in agriculture like that
way of life, but it is much more than
that; it is a livelihood, it is a business,
and it is the country’s most basic in-
dustry. As we develop it and use it and
treat it properly so does this country
prosper.

In the case of the Philippines, yes,
they will be importers of agricultural
products and other goods from the
United States for years and for gen-
erations to come if their agriculture
succeeds and their economy grows and
their people prosper.

Mr. President, we will have an op-
portunity to discuss the problems of
agriculture, or a great number of the
problems of agriculture during the re-
mainder of this day, into tomorrow
and perhaps into next week, and I be-
lieve it is time we do. I believe it is
time we do because we have got the
best agriculture on Earth, let us make
it work and let us make it successful.

I started out by talking about the
payment-in-kind program and I want
to make it clear that while the pay-
ment-in-kind program has transferred
a great amount of money into the
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hands of farm producers of the vari-
ous commodities that are covered
under the PIK program, it is not my
choice, it is not my favorite farm pro-
gram. Farmers and ranchers would
rather produce than have a PIK pay-
ment. But because of the situation
they are in, the payment-in-kind pro-
gram was accepted by a great number
of agricultural producers in this coun-
try, for cotton, wheat, feed grain, and
rice. They would like to have it the
other way, have the marketplace be
strong enough and the demand for
their product strong enough that they
could be producing and selling their
crops. That is the way I would like to
have it too and that is one of the rea-
sons why we have to be so diligent in
improving the agricultural program
for the United States at this time.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

Mr. Baucus addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
EasT). The Senator from Montana.

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I first
want to commend my senior colleague,
the Senator from Montana (Mr. MEL-
cHER), for the remarks he has made
today and the last several days con-
cerning this bill. I think he has aptly,
correctly, succinctly, and cogently
stated the reasons why the target
freeze should not proceed and I want
to remind my colleagues of his leader-
ship in the effort he has taken in that
regard.

Mr. President, the Senate is facing
the question of proceeding to the con-
sideration of the bill that freezes
target prices for wheat, feed grains,
cotton, and rice for the next 2 years at
1983 levels.

Proponents of this legislation claim
that farmers will continue to receive
income protection for these commod-
ities in a less costly manner, which ex-
panded exports should strengthen
farm prices in the marketplace. This
sounds like the same empty promise
that I heard less than 2 years ago
during the debate over the 1981 farm
bill.

It is ironic that I am standing here
today defending a farm program that I
voted against in 1981. I did so because
the price-support levels it contained
were totally out of line with the costs
of production.

Despite my opposition, and the op-
position of other Senators, this body
adopted a 4-year farm bill in 1981.
That bill was touted as a market-ori-
ented bill which emphasized increased
agricultural exports as the path
toward improved farm prices. Exports,
the argument went, would increase
farm prices for Montana and the
American farmers.

I told the Senate in 1981 that, in my
opinion, we were putting the cart
before the horse by assuming our
export levels would increase and pull
farm prices upward with them. There
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was no assurance then. There is no as-
surance now.

We should not have to rely on farm
programs to improve prices. I would
prefer to see the marketplace help
achieve that goal. The marketplace re-
sulting from increased exports. Farm-
ers would prefer to receive a reasona-
ble price for their product in the mar-
ketplace.

But look at what has happened to
U.S. farm exports over the past 2
years. The value of farm exports in-
creased from approximately $7 billion
in 1970 to about $43.8 billion in fiscal
year 1981.

The value of U.S. agricultural ex-
ports in fiscal year 1982 was $39.1 bil-
lion—a decline of almost $5 billion
from the 1981 level. This is the first
year-to-year decline in the value of
farm exports in more than a decade.
The Department of Agriculture is pro-
jecting agricultural exports to decline
further this year to $35 billion.

Farmers are not the only ones who
should be alarmed by these falling
levels of agricultural exports.

In 1981, the U.S. agricultural trade
surplus contributed about $20 billion
to our balance of trade. This year the
President’s Council of Economic Advis-
ers predict at least a $60 billion U.S.
trade deficit.

Other economists predict the figure
to climb closer to $100 billion. Even
the administration predicts a $100 bil-
lion deficit next year.

How does this affect the U.S. econo-
my? There is general agreement that
for every additional $1 billion in our
trade deficit we lose 25,000 to 30,000
U.S. jobs.

Obviously, that means that with the
$100 billion trade deficit we lose in the
United States between 2.5 million jobs
and 3 million jobs for Americans.

Every American has an interest in
seeing U.S. agricultural exports grow.
But the question we are facing today
is whether to lower the price a U.S.
farmer receives for his product.

I cannot help being skeptical over
the promise of improved farm prices
through expanded exports given these
figures of the last 2 years. Farmers
cannot pay their bills with promises
from Congress or the Department of
Agriculture.

I have become even less convinced
over the past 2 years that lowering the
price a farmer receives will increase
the U.S. competitive position in the
international marketplace. Yet the
central argument for freezing target
prices seems to be that farm prices
must be reduced to stimulate U.S. ex-
ports.

Why can we not put the horse back
in front of the cart—why can we not
expand U.S. agricultural exports, sta-
bilize farm prices, and then talk about
freezing target prices?

An additional point in the commit-
tee report puzzles me., The report says:
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The target price adjustment is expected to
help rectify the current domestic surplus
supply situation by providing farmers with
the correct economic signal to cut back on
overproduction.

Well, Mr. President, I hope you will
excuse me if I cannot figure out how a
wheatgrower who realizes he will re-
ceive less for a bushel of wheat will
cut back on his production.

Farmers do not operate on large
enough margin to simply absorb a
price decease. In fact, the reason farm-
ers have been able to survive through
the past decade of stagnant farm
prices is their own tremendous gains
in productivity.

How we can ask farmers to cut back
on their production and expect lower
market prices is beyond me.

Let me make another point regard-
ing the consistency of our farm pro-
grams. I said before that I opposed the
1981 farm bill. But the farm policy set
in that legislation was meant to span 4
years.

There is good reason to adopt a 4-
year farm bill. Farmers, even more so
than other businessmen, need to plan
their operations well in advance.

Farmers need to plan what crops
they will plant, how many acres they
will summer fallow how many acres of
each crop they will plant, and what
the production costs of their farm
plans will be. They need to line up fi-
nancing for their operations based on
these farm plans.

Yet the nature of farming is uncer-
tain. Drought, hail, and uncooperative
weather can severely change a farm-
er's expected yield. There are no guar-
antees that they will be able to har-
vest the crops they plant.

For this reason, I constantly join
with other farm State Senators who
plead with the U.S. Department of Ag-
riculture to announce the details of
the annual farm programs early.

Farmers need to know early what
the details of the annual farm pro-
grams will be under the overall con-
text of 4-year farm policy. It is essen-
tial—let me repeat—essential that the
Federal farm program remain consist-
ent for the 4-year duration of a farm
bill.

Let me share some excerpts of
former Secretary of Agriculture Bob
Bergland's foreward from the struc-
ture study of 1981 regarding farm
policy:

I remember those years now as one crisis
after another, a seemingly endless debate on
agricultural bills, with little or no discussion
of agricultural policy.

As a farmer who had no choice but to roll
with the punches—because that was our
home, our land, and I wanted to keep it—I
had always felt there had to be a better way
to make farm policy and make the farm pro-
grams conform to that policy.

As a farm-program administrator, I still
felt there had to be a better way.

After six years In Congress, I was abso-
lutely convinced.
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I was always troubled during those hours
of testimony and negotiation that we never
seemed to get off the same familiary, circu-
lar tracks: the levels of price and income
supports, the levels of exports, the con-
straints of the budget.

We didn't know who exactly was being
helped or who was being hurt by the meas-
ure before us. The problems were seldom
clearly defined. If they were, they were cast
as narrow but immediate crises that needed
patches quickly. Other than a dime a bushel
here or a few pennies more a pound there,
the remedies presented were either political-
1y unacceptable or simply made no sense.

We thought—we hoped—that if we helped
the major commercial farmers, who provid-
ed most of our food and fiber (and exerted
most of the political pressure), the benefits
would filter down to the intermediate-sized
and then the smallest producers.

I was never convinced we were anywhere
near the right track. We had symbols, slo-
gans, and superficialities. We seldom had
substance.

Soon after I was appointed Secretary,
some thoughtful commentary in newspapers
and magazines addressed the growing prob-
lems in agriculture in what was projected to
become a “bust” year for many farmers.
Reading these articles made me want to use
my time as Secretary to try to move agricul-
tural policy closer to that right track, wher-
ever that was,

But this also raises questions about Feder-
al farm policy. Where should we be direct-
ing our programs—credit, research, conser-
vation, and technical assistance, not just
income and price supports? Should we
simply concentrate on overall production
and export volume? Should we continue to
ignore the role of off-farm income? How do
we relieve the pressure on land prices, so
out of proportion to the current income the
land can return that new farmers find it
almost impossible to bid on it? If we can
find a way, should we?

As Secretary, I wanted to take up these
central concerns. But, first, we had a
farmer-owned grain reserve to put into
place, as a start toward halting the plum-
meting grain prices and stabilizing markets,
and there was a new farm bill to be devel-
oped.

The 1977 farm act was nine months in the
making. It was and still is the most compre-
hensive assembly of elements for a national
food and agricultural policy ever enacted in
a single piece of legislation. The reserve pro-
gram was endorsed, income-supplement
levels were geared more closely to the costs
of producing the commodity; benefits rigid-
ly allocated by outdated acreage allotments
were replaced by a system basing them on
what was actually planted. All were features
designed to provide producers with more
latitude in decision-making, along with re-
wards for responsible risk management.

A new organizational structure was estab-
lished to help redirect research and educa-
tion, and the food stamp program was total-
ly revamped, with eligibility for those bene-
fits narrowed but access to them eased, a
relief to millions of the rural poor.

And, during the final steps of the legisla-
tive process, a provision was added reaffirm-
ing what was called a “historical policy” of
encouraging the family farm system, for the
social well-being of the Nation and a com-
petitive environment in food and fiber pro-
duction. A “family farm” was not defined,
and, the Congress stated, programs should
not be exclusively administered for the ben-
efit of family farms.
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As good for farming as the 1977 farm act
was, it still basically approached agriculture
as if all farmers were alike, had the same
problems, received the same benefits from
the programs, and should be assisted on the
basis of farm-unit production rather than
per-person need. By and large, it failed to
recognize any special problems of farms of
different sizes or organization or experience,
bought under different economic circum-
stances in different places.

At its heart, the directions in American
agriculture with which the 1977 act was con-
cerned were the direction of unit prices of
supported commodities and the magnitude
of budget expenditures. Averages and the
dictates of the legislative calendar were still
the principal guideposts.

There had to be a better way.

Mr. President, we must strive for
consistency in our agricultural policy.
We simply cannot afford to continue
taking a band-aid approach to farm
policy.

We are 1 week away from the
August recess. I cannot support a
motion to proceed to a major agricul-
tural bill with plans for a new crop
year approaching—and without any
idea of what the 1984 farm program
will be.

Freezing target prices and reducing
the loan rate for agricultural commod-
ities will have a widespread impact on
farm prices and the farm economy. I
am not prepared to take such drastic
action simply to pacify David Stock-
man.

Over the past year I have encour-
aged the Senate to take action to curb
the sodbusting of our fragile range-
lands. I have encouraged the Senate to
take action on farm credit legislation
aimed at getting farmers through the
extended depression in the farm econ-
omy. None of these bills have reached
the Senate floor. In fact, over the past
2 years, the only agricultural bills we
seem to address are those aimed at re-
ducing the Government’s commitment
toward assuring farmers reasonable
prices for food and fiber.

I am not prepared to let this trend
continue without the opportunity to
bring these important agricultural
measures before the Senate.

Mr. President, I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will eall the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. HELMS. 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.

Mr. HELMS. I thank the Chair.

GRAIN TRADE AND TEXTILE ISSUES

Mr. President, as the distinguished
occupant of the chair is aware, there
has been considerable discussion re-
cently about what I consider to be a
nonissue, certainly a nonissue in terms
of substance. There was a report in
some of the newspapers, for example,
suggesting that there was a question
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about whether Red China would pur-
chase more grain and perhaps other
agricultural commodities from the
United States if the Communist Chi-
nese had greater access to U.S. textile
and apparel markets.

That is a convoluted way to look at
it, Mr. President. The Red Chinese are
flooding the U.S. textile and apparel
markets. Indeed, Communist China is
now the fourth-largest supplier of tex-
tile and apparel imports to the United
States. Suffice it to say that the infor-
mation thus far made available to the
public by the media has been one-
sided, to say the least.

First, I do not think anybody can say
with certainty what the Red Chinese
would do about grain purchases from
the United States if we were to permit
the entry of even more of their tex-
tiles. Certainly, this Senator has no in-
formation in that regard. I am incapa-
ble of reading the mind of anyone,
least of all a Communist’s mind. But I
do contend that the Red Chinese can
now purchase whatever grain they
want or need at substantially lower
prices from other countries. In fact,
Mr. President, the Red Chinese are
doing just that. That is because virtu-
ally every other grain exporting coun-
try in the world uses massive export
subsidies to dump their surpluses onto
the world market.

Mr. President, in that connection, I
ask unanimous consent that a table
depicting recent price guotations on
high-quality milling wheat for export
from the principal exporting nations
be printed in the Recorp at this point.

There being no objection, the table
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

Ezxport prices for wheat—June 1983
[Dollars per metric ton]

United States
Argentina !
France ?
Australia *
Canada !

! This is the price quoted by the government
grain board that does all trading in these countries.
Actual trades would be made at a lower price—prob-
ably as low as it took to get the business.

2 Effective price to buyer, after the EEC export
subsidy is pald. (Export subsidies for high-quality

wheat for export at Rouen, France, on June
29, 1983, were $61 per ton. These prices and subsi-
dies are highly variable. France guarantees its
farmers $197 per ton, and the subsidies are the dif-
ference between that price and whatever it takes to
make the sale.)

Mr. HELMS. As those who will be
reading the Recorp will note, I have
just inserted a comparison of the
metric ton cost of wheat purchased
from the United States, from Argenti-
na, from France, from Australia, and
from Canada.

There is a footnote in the cases of
Argentina, France, Australia, and
Canada. The first footnote relates to
Argentina:

This is the price quoted by the Govern-
ment Grain Board that does all the trading
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in these countries. Actual trades would be
made at a lower price—probably as low as it
took to get the business.

In other words, Mr. President, it is
sort of like the sticker on a car in a
used carlot. If you believe that sticker,
you will believe anything. You negoti-
ate with the salesman and the price is
always much lower.

But in any case, the footnotes have
been included in the unanimous-con-
sent request that I just made, and
those who read the REcorp tomorrow
or subsequently will be able to see the
point I am making.

Now, Mr. President, the Senator
from North Carolina yields to no one
in my commitment to ending the pred-
atory agricultural subsidies practiced
and employed by various foreign coun-
tries. As a matter of fact, the so-called
blended credit program which has
been so successfully used by our Gov-
ernment to restore some small meas-
ure of equity to agricultural trade, is a
result of the Helms amendment to the
1982 Budget Reconciliation Act.

Moreover, Mr. President, the Senate
Commmittee on Agriculture, Nutri-
tion, and Forestry has reported a bi-
partisan version of legislation that I
introduced bearing the title Agricul-
tural Export Equity Market and Ex-
pansions Act of 1983. This bill bears
the number S. 822. It is now on the
Senate Calendar. It provides a number
of mechanisms to combat the unfair
practices of exporting competitor na-
tions and is designed to induce those
nations using unfair subsidies to the
bargaining table. Chances of passage
of S. 822 later on this session seem
quite good.

On top of all that, Mr. President, I
have written a number of articles and
have delivered a number of speeches
on this subject, and I hope that I have
to some extent helped draw the atten-
tion of our Nation’s highest policy-
makers to the problem of these preda-
tory export subsidies on the part of
foreign countires. As a conseqguence,
the administration is now engaged in
serious discussions with our trading
partners, and the President has taken
a number of decisive actions to induce
the kind of reforms needed in this
area.

In addition, the Senate has adopted
provisions that I authored and offered
to the International Monetary Fund
bill that require the U.S. Executive Di-
rector to the IMF to submit a proposal
that would bring an end to predatory
subsidies by IMF member nations.

I note with interest that the House
of Representatives now has IMF legis-
lation under consideration, and if the
IMF bill survives there—and I fervent-
ly hope that it will not—there seems
to be no question that the kind of lan-
guage that I have proposed will
become law.

All of this is to say that this Senator
from North Carolina is concerned

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

about encouraging as much U.S. agri-
cultural exports as can possibly be ac-
complished. And my actions, I think,
demonstrate that.

Now back to the textile situation
with Red China. Senators should be
aware that textile and apparel imports
from Red China have increased dra-
matically in recent years—as a matter
of fact, ever since the Carter adminis-
tration granted what is known as
most-favored-nation status to Commu-
nist China. I vigorously opposed that
action by the previous administration.
I believed it to be a tragic mistake
then, and I am even more persuaded
today that it was a tragic mistake.
Look at the facts.

The total compound annual growth
in the importation of textiles and ap-
parel from Red China from 1977 to
1982 is 55.1 percent, and if you will
add all that up, the total increase for
the period has been 621 percent. We
have a second Hong Kong on our
hands in terms of this deluge of textile
and apparel products.

Mr. President, I have a table depict-
ing the growth of U.S. exports of tex-
tiles and apparel from the so-called
People’s Republic of China, and I ask
unanimous consent that it be printed
in the REcorbp at this point.

There being no objection, the table
was ordered to be printed in the
REcoRrb, as follows:

U.S. TEXTILE IMPORTS FROM COMMUNIST CHINA
[Milfions of square yard equivalents (SYE)]

! Note: 12-month period ending May 1983,

Mr. HELMS. In the 12-month period
ended June 1982, the U.S. imports of
Red Chinese cotton apparel alone
amounted to 145 million square yard
equivalents (SYE). That was 31 per-
cent higher than for the calendar year
1980. In the same 12-month period, im-
ports of man-made fiber apparel sur-
passed cotton apparel and reached a
level of 146 million SYE, 206 percent
over calendar 1980. This increase re-
flects dramatically the effective utili-
zation by Red China of its newly in-
stalled fiber-making capacity.

What do we have, Mr. Presideni? We
have the so-called People’s Republic of
China complaining about what it calls
“limited access” to the U.S. market.
Before anybody buys that line, consid-
er Red China’s exports of basic textile
materials to other Far Eastern coun-
tries which export large quantities of
apparel to the United States.
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The total value of textiles and ap-
parel exported directly to the United
States by Red China in 1982 was $796
million, up from $427 million in 1980.
The total value of exports of textiles—
yarns, fabric, miscellaneous textiles—
by Red China to countries which
export apparel to the United States in
1980 was as follows: Hong Kong, $964
million; Japan, $210 million.

The U.S. bilateral agreement with
the so-called People’s Republic of
China was originally effective January
1, 1980. Imports from Red China rose
from 231.1 million square yard equiva-
lents in 1979, the last year before con-
trols, to 547.4 million square yard
equivalents in the 12 months ending
November 1981—the first month in
which a call on Red China was made
on print cloth.

It may seem a little involved, but I
have tried to relate this to the Senate
and to make it part of the record. It is
essential that all of us back off and
consider this in terms of the hundreds
of thousands of textile and apparel
jobs that have been lost in the United
States.

This Senator is growing a little
weary of hearing all the protests, not
only from Peking but also from some
in the United States, that we need to
let Red China have even more of the
U.S. textile market than it now has.
What those voices are saying is this:
“Forget about our textile and apparel
workers, the hundreds of thousands
who have lost and are losing their jobs
throughout this country. We want to
court and appease a nation that uses
slave labor, a nation that, by the
records of the U.S. Government itself,
has slaughtered more than 60 million
of its own innocent citizens.”

So I may be forgiven, I hope, if I
wait a while before I shed too many
tears about what the rulers of Peking
are complaining about. Mainly, I
wanted the Recorp to show, for Sena-
tors and others to see, a bit of both
sides of this proposition which, up to
now, in the major news media of this
country, has been given short shrift.

THE FUTURE OF FARMERS

Mr. President, this week the State
presidents of the Future Farmers of
America are visiting Washington for
their annual conference. This group
includes outstanding young leaders of
agriculture from all 50 States.

The Future Farmers of America is
an organization of students of voca-
tional agriculture who are preparing
for careers in agriculture and agribusi-
ness, Last November, I had the oppor-
tunity to address the national conven-
tion of this fine organization, and I
can attest to the good work which
they are doing.

The creed of the FFA organization
begins with the words: “I believe in
the future of farming.” Thus, it is par-
ticularly appropriate that these FFA
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leaders are in Washington this week,
because the legislation we are consid-
ering is vital to the future of agricul-
ture,

I urge my colleagues to think about
the long-term best interest of agricul-
ture. While it may be difficult in the
short term to consider adjustments in
target prices, that is outweighed by
the fact that American agriculture will
be better off in the long run if we
make these legislative changes.

I ask my colleagues to think about
the agricultural economy in future
years. Will these young FFA members
find themselves in a farm economy
characterized by costly, Government-
induced surpluses, or will they be part
of a market-oriented agriculture?

If we continue to allow our farm-
support mechanisms, such as target
prices, to escalate, the consequences
will be twofold: We will encourage ad-
ditional surplus production in the
United States and we will lose markets
for our farm products overseas.

Escalating target prices will require
large, costly Federal outlays for defi-
ciency payments. The potential cost of
these payments may also force the
United States into massive production-
control efforts which are complicated
and difficult to administer, which

reduce the economic base of agribusi-
nesses and local communities, and
which allow other exporting nations
to take a larger share of world export
markets.

The result of this policy is that sur-
plus production is induced, U.S. farm-

ers lose their competitiveness in world
markets, costs to the consumer and
taxpayer are increased, and resources
are used inefficiently. In the face of
such surpluses, our young farmers will
have no opportunity for profitable
market prices. We will do these young
farmers a disservice in the long run if
we send them a price signal that is in-
correct.

If we maintain high price supports
and massive production controls, that
policy will ultimately result in our ag-
ricultural products—and those of
future generations—being shut out of
world markets. We do so at great cost
to ourselves and our posterity.

Today, more than a quarter of U.S.
farm income is derived from agricul-
tural exports, nearly twice that of a
decade ago. About a third of harvested
acres are devoted to exports. We
export more than three-fifths of our
wheat, half of our soybeans and rice,
and more than a third of our corn and
cotton.

If we surrender our export markets,
what happens to these commodities?
Do they all become a huge surplus,
further depressing prices in the
United States? If so, how many farm-
ers—young and old—will go out of
business?

There will be calls for more strin-
gent limits on production—perhaps
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mandatory controls—if we withdraw
from export markets. Yet recent histo-
ry shows that while the United States
cuts production, other exporting coun-
tries are expanding production of the
same crops. The net result is that
prices remain low, and the United
States gradually reduces its market
share and our opportunity for profit.

And what about the impact on the
general economy? More than 1 million
people in the United States work in
jobs related to farm exports, over half
of these in nonfarm industries. In
fiscal year 1982, our 39.1 billion dol-
lars’ worth of farm exports created
about 30 billion dollars’ worth of addi-
tional business in the nonfarm com-
munity, and contributed a net $23.7
billion surplus to our balance of trade.

Like it or not, our farm economy is
geared to agricultual exports. If we
withdraw from world markets, either
directly through massive production
controls or indirectly through Govern-
ment programs that are inflexible and
nonmarket oriented, we will slowly
reduce our agricultural production
base in the United States. That is a
fancy way or saying that massive num-
bers of farmers will cease to exist, and
young farmers will have no opportuni-
ty at all. I believe our farmers deserve
better.

We simply must adjust our Govern-
ment farm programs to make them
more cost effective and market sensi-
tive. At the same time, we can contin-
ue to provide income protection and
we must increase our efforts to
counter unfair foreign trade practices.

There is another reason why this
legislation is important to the future
of agriculture. Much attention is now
being focused on the cost of Federal
farm programs. The public and the
press are noticing that farm program
costs have increased fivefold since
1981, faster than any Government
agency including defense. Farm pro-
gram outlays for this year are estimat-
ed at an all-time high $21.1 billion.

If we do not make responsible ad-
justments to control the costs of our
programs, we may provoke a consumer
and taxpayer backlash which could en-
danger all farm programs. As one farm
organization representative said:
“Either we take the initiative to get
our house in order or someone will
come along and wipe out these pro-
grams altogether.”

Our farm programs have worked
well over the years to provide a degree
of predictability and support in an in-
herently unstable business. We should
explain to the public that these pro-
grams have become costly for several
reasons, but we should also make nec-
essary adjustments to preserve and
extend these programs. If we do not,
we may endanger these programs for
future generations of farmers. The
pending legislation is a good step
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toward adjusting these programs for
their continued use.

Mr. President, this legislation also
contains $600 million in farm export
assistance for fiscal years 1984 and
1985. In addition, the legislation will
provide financing for the agricultural
export credit revolving fund, which
can serve as an ongoing source of fi-
nancing for U.S. agricultural exports.

These are investments in the future
of agriculture. Money that is loaned
out from the fund as export credits
will be repaid to the fund with inter-
est. Then these repayments will be
loaned out again. This revolving fund
would be made permanent by the leg-
islation we are considering.

Future generations of farmers will
benefit from the investment we can
make today in building long-term
demand for farm products. That is
what our young farmers need: more
customers for our commodities, so
that farmers can make profits in the
marketplace.

Mr. President, I salute the Future
Farmers of America. In their spirit, I
urge the Senate to put aside short-
term, political gain and to enact this
legislation which will put us back on
track toward a market-oriented agri-
culture in the future.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
JEPSEN). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, could I
inquire, is the conference report on
H.R. 2973 at the desk?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It is.

Mr. BAKER. I thank the Chair.

Mr. President, that is the conference
report on the repeal of the withhold-
ing of tax from dividends and interest.
I think it is important that we proceed
with that as soon as possible.

REPEAL OF WITHHOLDING TAX
FROM INTEREST AND DIVI-
DENDS—CONFERENCE REPORT

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask
that the Chair lay before the Senate
the conference report on H.R. 2973.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The acting assistant legislative clerk
read as follows:

The committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendments of the Senate to the bill (H.R.
2973) to repeal the withholding of tax from
interest and dividends, having met, after
full and free conference, have agreed to rec-
ommend and do recommend to their respec-
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tive Houses this report, signed by all of the
conferees.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is
there objection to the immediate con-
sideration of the conference report?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the conference
report.

(The conference report is printed in
the House proceedings of the RECORD
of July 27, 1983, on page H5763.)

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from
Kansas,

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I am
pleased to ask the Senate to consider
and approve the conference report to
H.R. 2973.

I understand that Senator KASTEN
would like to speak briefly and Sena-
tor DanForTH and maybe others. I
might say to those who are listening in
their offices, there are requests for a
rollcall vote. We hope to move rather
quickly.

The conference report and the state-
ment of the managers were filed on
July 27, 1983, after a conference last-
ing more than a full week. I believe
the final product represents a good
agreement for the Senate, and a good
package of legislation for the Nation.

I believe the President would not
have signed any bill repealing with-
holding on interest and dividends
unless it contained meaningful alter-
native compliance measures. I believe
that the Senate’s success in adding
such provisions to the House bill, and
its success in adding the President’s
Caribbean Basin Initiative, will per-
suade the President to sign this legis-
lation. Although all of the Senate pro-
visions were not accepted, we can feel
proud of the Senate’s role in formulat-
ing this legislation.

As 1 said before on the floor, I do
not think the President would have
signed this modification of withhold-
ing without something in exchange.
We believe the compliance provisions
will satisfy the President, maybe not
as well as withholding would have sat-
isfied the President. In addition to
that, the adoption of what he consid-
ers to be and what is a very important
policy matter for the administration—
in fact to many Members of Congress
on both sides of the aisle—to the Car-
ibbean Basin—the Caribbean Basin
Initiative. So it is my belief and hope—
and I have been so assured—that the
President will sign this legislation.

I think—notwithstanding the bitter
fight at times we have had over the
withholding issue—that the issue has
been properly resolved. There has
been give and take on both sides; obvi-
ously not as far as some would like to
go. Some probably still will oppose the
conference report for that reason.
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REPEAL OF MANDATORY WITHHOLDING AND SUB-
STITUTION OF COMPLIANCE IMPROVEMENT
MEASURES
Mr. President, the conference agreed

to most of the substance of the Senate

compliance improvement package. I

want to review the compliance pack-

age and to explain the changes to the
package that were insisted upon by
the House conferees.

First, however, let me remind my
colleagues of why we must improve
compliance in this area, what the sub-
stance of backup withholding is, and
why it is responsive to the criticisms
that were made against mandatory
withholding.

CHEATING ON INTEREST AND DIVIDEND INCOME

Approximately $25 billion in interest
and dividend income goes unreported,
according to the Treasury Depart-
ment. That translates, again according
to the Treasury Department, into a
revenue loss of about $8 billion every
year. If we could only collect all of the
tax that is owed on such income, we
would be one third of the way toward
meeting the 1984 budget reconciliation
instruction. All of this underreporting,
whether intentional or inadvertent,
occurs, despite the fact that the
United States has had a comprehen-
sive information reporting system
since 1962.

PROBLEMS WITH INFORMATION REPORTING

Study of the information reporting
system shows two major problems.
First, the system is not working well in
the identification of taxpayers who
fail to comply. Second, the system is
not working well in following up tax
noncompliance. Both of these prob-
lems are dealt with by the conference
agreement.

HOW BACKUP WITHHOLDING RESPONDS TO

CRITICISMS OF MANDATORY WITHHOLDING

Mandatory withholding, which also
sought to deal with these two prob-
lems, was criticized on three principal
grounds. First, mandatory withholding
was criticized as overly broad. It af-
fected all taxpayers, conscientious as
well as unconscientious. Backup with-
holding, by contrast, is targeted to
cheaters and to those who fail to
comply with the requirements of the
information reporting system.

Mandatory withholding was also
criticized because it shifted part of the
IRS's job to the banks. While some of
us believe that such “privatization”
might have been much more efficient
and therefore desirable, the judgment
of the Congress has been that the job
of tax enforcement should be left in
the hands of the IRS. Backup with-
holding does just that, requiring the
IRS to identify tax cheats. The banks’
only role is to withhold at a 20-percent
rate against identified tax cheats on
notice from the IRS. This task is sub-
stantially like that performed by
banks today in the case of IRS levies
on bank accounts, a matter that was
raised in the conference by the distin-
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guished Senator from Louisiana, Sena-
tor LoNG.

I would like to emphasize, however,
that relying solely on IRS efforts to
improve compliance carries a price. In
order to obtain the level of compliance
anticipated by this legislation, $15 mil-
lion of additional IRS appropriations
will be necessary for fiscal year 1984.
This Senator appreciates the efforts of
the Appropriations Committee, and es-
pecially Senators HAaTFIELD and
ABDNOR, who have included the neces-
sary funds in the Treasury appropria-
tions bill for fiscal year 1984.

This $15 million is critical if the
compliance provisions of this confer-
ence agreement are, in fact, going to
be effective in this coming year. In ad-
dition, further appropriations will be
necessary in succeeding years. These
appropriations, I am convinced, will be
cost effective in increased compliance.
However, absent these appropriations,
my colleagues should be acutely aware
that increased compliance will not be
achieved.

Third, and finally, mandatory with-
holding was criticized as creating too
much paperwork. Under backup with-
holding, a taxpayer must only give his
social security number to his bank,
certify that it is correct and indicate
whether he is subject to backup with-
holding. No exemption certificates will
be required or necessary.

AN OVERVIEW OF THE COMFPLIANCE PACKAGE

The core of the compliance package
for interest and dividend income in the
Senate bill was backup withholding
and increased penalties on banks and
other payors who fail to comply with
the information reporting system.
Both backup withholding and such in-
creased penalties were retained in the
conference agreement. Moreover, de-
spite initial opposition from the House
conferees, these penalties will be self-
assesssed. Thus, Members of the
Senate should rest assured that we
have a tough compliance package,
much like that with which we went to
conference.

With that summary of the differ-
ences between mandatory withholding
and backup withholding and the over-
view of the compliance package, I
want to highlight the principal
changes made by the conference.

ATTACHMENT OF 1099'S TO TAX RETURNS

The most important single change
that the House conferees insisted
upon was the deletion of the require-
ment that the taxpayer attach his
1099 information returns to his tax
return.

That requirement was supported by
a number of Senators, principally by
the distinguished Senator from
Alaska, Senator Murrowskl. It was
included in many of the earlier with-
holding compromise bills, and there
were a number of bills. And, as I said
in the conference, there were a
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number of Senators and a number of
House Members from both parties
who were going to suggest that since
we do not require attaching the infor-
mation return, the 1099, that some-
how we are not seeking strong compli-
ance. But the House conferees were
convinced, and I think many of the
Senate conferees were convinced, that
perhaps that was unnecessary paper-
work, it did not add anything, and
that what we did do in the conference
would be more effective.

Perhaps the strongest statement of
the need for the attachment of 1099's
to tax returns came from the Senator
from Alaska (Mr. MURKOWSKI). Sena-
tor MURKOWSKI argued very persua-
sively in this Senator’s judgment that
a requirement on payees to attach
their 1099 information reports to their
tax return would do more to cause tax-
payers to be more careful about main-
taining accurate records of the inter-
est and dividend income they receive
than any further grant of authority to
the Internal Revenue Service.

This Senator argued in the confer-
ence, as did Senator BENTSEN, that the
attachment requirement should be re-
tained. The House conferees, however,
argued that because the IRS would
not process the paper information doc-
uments, the attachment was an unnec-
essary paperwork burden.

The House never really had the op-
portunity—I will use the word oppor-
tunity—to debate withholding as we
did in this body. Perhaps many of the
House conferees never truly under-
stood the feeling of a lot of Members
on attaching the 1099. But if, in fact,
attachment would have put another
burden on the IRS and created an ad-
ditional cost to the taxpayer, but does
not provide additional information
which could not be made in a more ef-
ficient way, then information reports
should not have been required to be
attached.

As I suggested in the conference
committee, if for some reason this
plan does not work, I will bet there
will be a number of my colleagues in
both parties and on both sides of the
Capitol that will feel they should have
attached the 1099’s.

I hope the IRS is listening and we
can make back-up withholding work.

The House conferees did agree, how-
ever, to retain the requirement that
the 1099 information report be re-
quired to be in official form, and
added a requirement of a separate
mailing of such documents. Moreover,
the House conferees agreed that the
form 1099 should contain a stern
warning of the consequence of non-
compliance.

This requirement was insisted upon
by Senator DanrForTH and others.
Now, rather than to match the 1099,
there will be a separate mailing to the
taxpayer. That will be a separate spe-
cial form indicating the income is tax-
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able and, “If you do not pay your
taxes, you are subject to penalty.” Per-
haps in the long run that will be the
best way to go.

EFFECTIVE DATES

The conference agreement signifi-
cantly delays the effective date of the
new provisions, implementing the new
safeguards generally only on January
1, 1984, rather than 30 days after the
date of enactment. Frankly, 1 do not
think that this delay seriously impairs
the package. In the long run, both
rules substantially improve compli-
ance, and that should be our principal
concern.

CORE PRESERVED

This Senator will say, despite the de-
letion in the conference at the insist-
ence of the House conferees of some
new penalties and special rules, that
he is satisifed that the core of the
compliance package was preserved
intact. No significant revenue raising
element of the package was deleted,
according to the revenue estimating
staffs of the Treasury and the Con-
gress. That fact should provide sub-
stantial assurance to all those of my
colleagues who have serious concern
that we must improve taxpayer com-
pliance.

NEW PENALTY ON INTEREST AND DIVIDEND

WITHHOLDING

Mr. President, I should call my col-
leagues’ attention to two additions
that were made by the House confer-
ees, on the specific recommendation of
the Treasury Department, that this
Senator and the rest of his colleagues
had previously affirmatively rejected.
The first is a new 5-percent penalty on
underreporting of interest and divi-
dend income subject to information re-
porting. It is arguably a tougher stand-
ard that what the House conferees
and the Treasury Department were
willing to impose on large financial in-
stitutions that fail to file information
returns with correct identification
numbers. And it may be a rare taxpay-
er who can show by clear and convine-
ing evidence that he was not negligent.
Thus, the 5-percent negligence penalty
could fall on a broader class of taxpay-
ers, many with nominal amounts of
underreporting. However, the thresh-
old of underreporting anticipated by
this legislation and the cost of collect-
ing this penalty for small tax deficien-
cies should go a long way toward as-
suring that this penalty will not be
abused by the IRS.

This penalty was insisted upon by
the Treasury Department and the
House conferees, and in the interest of
concluding the conference, the Senate
conferees receded, despite some reser-
vations.

TERM WITHHOLDING

A second major change in the con-
ference was the conversion of the Sen-
ate’s backup withholding system into a
term withholding system. Thus, for an
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underreporter subject to backup with-
holding, correction of the problem or
establishment that there is a bona fide
dispute with the IRS will not termi-
nate backup withholding before the
end of the calendar year. If the correc-
tion occurs after October 15, withhold-
ing will continue through the end of
the following year.

These are rigorous rules, Mr. Presi-
dent. To mitigate their harshness, the
Senate conferees insisted on making
the hardship exemption of the Senate
bill available. Thus, the hardship ex-
emption will override the requirement
of term withholding. This Senator be-
lieves that we have a workable com-
promise on term withholding.

We were reminded of the fact that
in the case of some elderly person or
someone who, inadvertently, failed to
comply, that individual should not
have term withholding, so we provided
this escape hatch which we think will
take care of most of those cases.

CONCLUSION

Mr. President, having described the
substance of the conference agree-
ment, let me conclude by reminding
my colleagues of all of the careful
thought and hard work that went into
this compromise.

Let me begin by highlighting the
work of the Senator from Wisconsin.
Many Americans know him as the
leader of the drive to repeal interest
and dividend withholding. That he
was. But more importantly, in the long
run, I believe, the junior Senator from
Wisconsin was one of the leading advo-
cates of an alternative to mandatory
withholding. In forging backup with-
holding and the increased penalties
for payors who do not comply with the
information reporting requirements,
the Senator from Wisconsin sent a
clear signal that he would not tolerate
tax cheating. For that role, the Sena-
tor deserves the warm support of all
honest taxpayers, and the sincere ap-
preciation of his colleagues. Let me
add, too, that although the Senator
and I differed on the merits of manda-
tory withholding, I have enjoyed very
much working with the Senator to
reach an accommodation on this prob-
lem. Our success demonstrates indeed
that we will hear more from the Sena-
tor from Wisconsin in this Chamber.

I would be remiss, however, if I
failed to note the strong role played
by many other Members of the Senate
in forging this compromise. I previous-
ly noted the important role of the
junior Senator from Alaska (Mr. MUR-
KOWSKI). Sentor STEVENS and Senator
BoscHwITZ also made important con-
tributions to this compromise, as did
Senator COHEN.

I particularly thank the distin-
guished Senator from Texas, the dis-
tinguished Senator from Hawaii, and
the distinguished Senator from Louisi-
ana for helping us to conclude the con-
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ference. There will be mortgage reve-
nue bonds that will not end at the end
of this year. We will work out a satis-
factory compromise, in my view. The
Senator from Texas indicated a will-
ingness to reach a compromise. He un-
derstands we ought to tighten up the
program to some extent.

Senator Lonc and I have a bill intro-
duced which we think properly ad-
dresses at least a part of that problem.
It is my hope that we can work with
all Senators who have an interest in
mortgage revenue bonds and have a
bill on the floor or an amendment on
the floor that will receive the substan-
tial support in the next 60 to 90 days.

The result is a compliance package
that deserves the support of all of us.
With the repeal of mandatory with-
holding and enactment of these tough
new compliance measures, the Senate
can put this difficult issue behind us. I
urge my colleagues to support this
compromise.

CARIBBEAN BASIN INTIATIVE

Mr. President, I am particularly
pleased that the conferees agreed to
accept, almost without change, Presi-
dent Reagan’s Caribbean Basin Initia-
tive (CBI). This important program
will authorize the President to pro-
claim, for a 12-year period, duty-free
treatment for most imports from Car-
ibbean Basin countries. The legislation
further would extend North American
convention tax status to beneficiary
countries that agree to exchange in-
formation necessary for the enforce-
ment of our tax laws. There are safe-
guards in the bill and existing law to
protect U.S. firms and workers from
injurious surges of imports made duty
free pursuant to these new authori-
ties. Finally, several provisions of the
bill specially benefit Puerto Rico and
the Virgin Islands.

The negligible differences between
the House- and Senate-passed versions
by this legislation principally related
to criteria-conditioning eligibility for
benefits; scope of duty-free treatment;
and several studies.

With regard to eligibility for bene-
fits, the Senate amendment contained
three provisions not in the House bill.
They were: First, the Senate deleted
Cuba from the list of countries eligible
for benefits; second, the Senate includ-
ed a criterion that a beneficiary coun-
try must cooperate with U.S. efforts to
interdict unlawful narcotics imports;
and third, the Senate included among
the criteria that the President may
waive in the national interest a provi-
sion regarding the unauthorized
broadcast of U.S.-copyrighted materi-
al. The House bill included, among the
provisions the President must consider
with regard to eligibility, the consider-
ation whether a country affords ade-
quate and effective means for foreign
nations to secure, to exercise, and to
enforce exclusive rights in intellectual
property.
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The House conferees agreed to the
additional Senate provisions, and we
agreed to the House provision. These
additional criteria represent important
U.S. interests that are fairly made a
part of the conditions determining
whether a country is entitled to the
substantial benefits the CBI offers.
While the House amendment had no
Senate counterpart, in the opinion of
the Senate conferees, it too reflects an
important facet of U.S. trade interests
that should be fostered. It is particu-
larly important to the U.S. publishing
industry, which engages in much busi-
ness in the region, and I believe it will
be supported by all Members.

The CBI extends duty-free treat-
ment to most products, if all condi-
tions for that treatment are satisfied.
Certain products are excluded from
such treatment, however, including
leather products, footwear, canned
tuna, and textiles. The Senate amend-
ment added to this list two additional
exclusions. They were: First, bulk rum
valued at below $3 per proof gallon,
except that the first 200,000 gallons of
such rum could enter duty free and
that volume could be increased annu-
ally by 10 percent unless Virgin Is-
lands shipments fell below 95 percent
of the 1982 level; and second, watches
or watch parts of whatever type con-
taining any material that is the prod-
uct of certain Communist countries.
The House agreed to accept the latter
exclusion, but refused to agree to the
rum provision.

Mr. President, the Senate approved
this exclusion for certain low-priced
rum when it agreed to the Senate
amendment on June 13. As an amend-
ment I had worked out with Senator
WEICKER during that debate, I felt an
especial responsibility to seek House
agreement to it. Unfortunately, the
overall best interests of the Virgin Is-
lands dictated otherwise for the fol-
lowing reason:

The Senate amendment also includ-
ed another provision concerning
Virgin Islands rum which was not in
the House bill. It would provide a lim-
ited and conditional exemption for
certain nontoxic rum stillage dis-
charges from applicable provisions of
the Federal Water Pollution Control
Act (FWPCA). This provision was
strongly supported by the Virgin Is-
lands Government as essential to
maintaining their remaining rum in-
dustry. Because Federal excise taxes
on rum are transferred back to the
Virgin Islands government, that indus-
try indirectly provides a substantial
share of the Government'’s revenues.

The dilemma for the conferees
simply was that the House conferees
refused to consider accepting both
provisions benefiting the Virgin Is-
lands industry. The House members
on the one hand argued that rum was
perhaps the single most important
export product potentially benefiting
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from the CBI; on the other hand, rep-
resentatives of the Virgin Islands Gov-
ernment conceded that the FWPCA
exemption was the more important of
the two provisions affecting their in-
dustry. In these circumstances, the
Senate conferees reluctantly agreed to
recede from our insistence on the
product exclusion, but only on the
condition that the House conferees
agree to accept the FWPCA exemp-
tion. They did so agree.

Mr. President, while I am disap-
pointed that we did not achieve all of
what we sought, I note that the bill
nevertheless contains a number of
safeguards and benefits for the Virgin
Islands, including some specifically ap-
plicable to the rum industry. Further,
I will ask the Finance Committee to
request the International Trade Com-
mission to establish a monitoring
system that will keep the Congress
and the President currently informed
of the effects of increased rum im-
ports on the Virgin Islands and Puerto
Rican industries. I am confident that
these measures will provide substan-
tially the same safeguards as having
the product exclusion now deleted
from the Senate bill.

The remaining differences recon-
ciled by the conferees were principally
technical in nature. These included:
First, House agreement to include
citrus concentrate among the agricul-
tural products eligible for emergency
import relief; second, Senate agree-
ment to three studies sought by the
House; third, House agreement to a
Senate provision authorizing the
President to waive, for civil tax law en-
forcement purposes only, the require-
ment that a country agree to ex-
change tax information as a condition
of attaining North American conven-
tion tax status; and fourth, House
agreement to a Senate provision em-
bodying a sense of the Congress reso-
lution that there should be no imports
of sugar from Communist countries. A
very few other technical changes, in-
volving minor differences in the two
bills’ language, also were agreed to by
the conferees.

In sum, the conferees were able to
achieve agreement on a bill substan-
tially reflecting the work of the
Senate and the proposal of the Presi-
dent. It represents the conclusion of
18 months of bipartisan effort to im-
plement a bold idea offering hope for
our neighbors to the south that they
can rely on the United States to pro-
vide a means of economic growth and
political stability. I consider the con-
ference agreement to represent a final
consensus statement of support for
the program, which I am pleased that
we can finally launch.

We have also been promised by the
distinguished chairman of the commit-
tee and by the distinguished ranking
Democratic member of that commit-
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tee, Congressman GiBBoNsS, that they
will not only work on reciprocity,
which was initiated in this Chamber
by the distinguished Senator from
Missouri (Mr. DaNForTH) and the dis-
tinguished Senator from Texas (Mr.
BENTSEN), that they will not only have
hearings, but will actually markup
that legislation, perhaps as early as
September.

ENTERPRISE ZONES

Mr. President, the House conferees
refused to accept the provisions of the
Senate amendment that would have
authorized the designation of up to 75
enterprise zones over the next 3 years.
These zones would be eligible for sus-
tantial Federal tax and regulatory
relief in an effort to spur development
of distressed areas by removing bar-
riers to private initiative. I regret that
we could not make more progress with
the House on this proposal, because it
has been approved twice by the Fi-
nance Committee, and was the subject
of extensive Senate hearings over the
past 3 years.

However, it is important to note for
the record that we did not leave con-
ference emptyhanded on this impor-
tant issue. Chairman ROSTENKOWSKI
made a firm commitment during the
conferees’ discussion of enterprise
zones to hold a hearing on the admin-
istration proposal this fall in the Ways
and Means Committee. That will mark
the first time enterprise zones have re-
ceived a formal examination in the
House, and we hope it will pave the
way for final action in the near future.
Certainly President Reagan, Senator
Boscawrrz, Senator CHAFEE, and
others who are vitally interested in
this legislation will continue to work
for a final package that can be signed
into law. So we have made progress,
even if the result is less than we had
hoped for.

MORTGAGE SUBSIDY BONDS AND MORTGAGE
INDEBTEDNESS

Mr. President, by the second full day
of conference, the conferees had
reached agreement on all but the Sen-
ate’s provision repealing the sunset of
mortgage subsidy bonds. The House
conferees were adamant in their refus-
al to accept the Senate provision, but
the Senate conferees insisted on our
provision, and held steadfast for 7
more days. The Senate finally receded,
but only after receiving assurances
from Chairman RosTENKoOwsKI that
the House Ways and Means Commit-
tee would consider the mortgage subsi-
dy bond issue in the fall.

In the final analysis, I believe the
Senate conferees acted responsibly in
receding on this issue. Although there
are 5 months left before the scheduled
sunset of mortgage subsidy bonds, the
Congress had less than 10 days to act
on the withholding bill when the
Senate finally receded. I am confident
there will be ample opportunities to
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enact mortgage bond legislation before
the end of the year.

The Senate also receded on its
amendment modifying the tax treat-
ment of the discharge of mortgage in-
debtedness on an individual's principal
residence. This Senate provision,
added as a floor amendment, would
have cost $400 million over the next 2
years. I believe the high cost of this
provision led the House conferees to
resist taking it on this bill.

Senators DEConciNI and DANFORTH
both have concerns in this area and
have sought legislative relief from the
current IRS rule in this area. I hope
the Senate Finance Committee will
have an opportunity to consider this
problem again in the near future.

CONCLUSION

In summary, Mr. President, the con-
ferees’ report reflects an agreement on
several important tax and trade pro-
posals that the Senate can be proud
of. The conference report was ap-
proved today by the House by a vote
of 392 to 18 with 6 voting present. I
urge the Senate to approve the report
and send the important legislation to
the President.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Louisiana.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I am

pleased to have participated in this
conference and to have signed the con-
ference report. I want to congratulate
the chairman of the committee (Mr.
DoLe) on the fine way he conducted
the conference as chairman of the
conferees on the two sides. I am happy

he was able to provide the leadership
that brought us together on what I be-
lieve is a fair compromise on the dif-
ferences between the Senate and the
House bills. This conference report
will make it possible to act on the
repeal of withholding on dividends and
interest.

Mr. President, Senators all know
that I strongly opposed the backup
withholding provisions that were con-
tained in the Senate amendment. I felt
we should simply repeal the withhold-
ing provisions enacted last year.

However, the conference agreement
on tax compliance eliminates most of
the new tax penalties in the Senate
amendment, reduces the paperwork
required by that amendment and
limits the use of so-called backup with-
holding. The conference agreement
would rely primarily on improvement
of IRS document matching capabili-
ties to improve tax compliance. Docu-
ment matching—that is, comparing in-
terest and dividends reported on
Forms 1099 with the taxpayer’'s
income tax return—would be improved
through additional IRS funding and
through provisions designed to encour-
age banks and stockholders to obtain
correct taxpayer identification num-
bers from their customers.

The Senate amendment's require-
ment of filing forms 1099 on magnetic
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media, by payors filing 50 or more
such forms, would be delayed until
1984 reports are filed in 1985, and the
IRS would have the authority to grant
hardship exemptions from this re-
quirement. Backup withholding would
apply beginning in 1984, as already
provided under the 1982 tax bill, to ac-
counts where document matching
cannot work because of missing or in-
accurate taxpayer identification num-
bers. Backup withholding could other-
wise be applied only in cases where the
IRS felt that it would be helpful in its
collection efforts, and then only after
an individual had failed to respond to
a series of at least four IRS letters re-
questing tax payments on his unre-
ported interest or dividends.

Although I would have preferred
that backup withholding be eliminated
completely, I do feel that the confer-
ence agreement is a vast improvement
compared with the additional paper-
work and complexity that would have
been required under the Senate com-
pliance provisions. Because of this im-
provement, I signed the conference
report and support the conference
agreement.

I am particularly pleased, Mr. Presi-
dent, that, as a part of this measure,
we were able to bring back to the
Senate an agreement on the Caribbe-
an Basin Initiative. This is something
the chairman of the committee has
supported in the past, and all of us
have favored it in one respect or an-
other. It was a matter of getting to-
gether on the details. This Senator
has feared that this matter might
impede the repeal of withholding on
interest and dividends. I am pleased to
say it did not. This matter, I am happy
to say, will become law and has been
worked out in a fashion which I be-
lieve will meet the approval of both
Houses.

Mr. President, I urge that all Sena-
tors vote for the conference report.
Again, let me congratulate the distin-
guished Senator from Kansas for the
fine work he has done in connection
with this matter.

Mr. KASTEN. Mr. President, I want
to congratulate and thank the Senator
from Kansas, the chairman of the
Committee on Finance (Mr. DoLE), the
Senator from Louisiana (Mr. LoNG),
and all the other members of the Fi-
nance Committee who have worked
for this compromise.

I echo the words of the Senators
from Kansas and Louisiana in saying
that the Caribbean Basin Initiative is
important to the administration and
Congress. And I am glad to see that
the CBI will be signed into law.

Mr. President, no one knows better
than I that this has been a long battle.
It has been a long crusade—a year, in
fact—to repeal withholding on interest
and dividends. But we now have
reached a point where we have a bill
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that will be adopted by both Houses,
and a repeal measure that will be
signed into law by the President. So
we have met all our goals.

With regard to the compliance meas-
ures: I agree with the Senators from
Kansas and Louisiana, The compliance
measures that we have been able to
work out are most important. They
make sense. They are tough, and put
the emphasis where it really belongs.
That is with the IRS. These measures
will force them to use the information
they already have to find the 10 per-
cent of Americans who are not now in
compliance with the law. It was wrong
to penalize the 90 percent of all honest
American taxpayers with mandatory
withholding on interest and dividends.
The best procedure is to identify the
people who are not complying with
the law, and focus our emphasis on
them. The compliance measures in
this bill will do so in a way that I
think will be workable.

Originally I felt that the single best
compliance measure was to require
that the 1099 information reporting
forms be attached to the tax returns
when filed. Now that we have given
more consideration to the interest
problem and dividend compliance and
have found out that the IRS would
throw away the forms if they got
them, it is clear that we do not need to
require this attachment. I think the
compromise the conference committee
has worked out is a good one.

So, Mr. President, I urge adoption of
the conference report. I do so with a
great deal of respect and regard for
the work of the conference committee,
the Finance Committee, and particu-
larly the Senator from Kansas.

I think that, by including compli-
ance as part of this compromise, the
Treasury or the IRS will never again
come to Congress to propose the idea
of withholding on interest and divi-
dends. Their reason for proposing
withholding was that they believed it
was the best way to find people who
are not in compliance. This bill pro-
vides a better way, a more workable
way to do this. Their reason for pro-
posing withholding has been eliminat-
ed. The idea, I believe, will never be
proposed again.

So, not only have we defeated with-
holding on interest and dividends that
was scheduled to take place in July
1983, we have also defeated this idea
forever. We now have a way that will
find the people who are not in compli-
ance, put the emphasis on them, while
not penalizing the honest taxpayers
across America with the burdensome
problems and complications of manda-
tory withholding.

I urge the adoption of this confer-
ence report and, once again, express
my gratitude to the Senator from
Kansas. It has been a great privilege
and pleasure for me to be working
along with him as we have developed a
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workable, meaningful compromise on
this issue.

Mr. DANFORTH addressed
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Missouri.

Mr. DANFORTH. Mr. President, as
the clerk reported, this conference
report was signed by all members of
the conference committee, including
the Senator from Missouri. I stand
now on the floor not so much as a
member of the conference committee
but as a Senator from Missouri. When
a Member of the Senate belongs to a
conference committee, he serves in
that function as a representative of
the U.S. Senate. I signed the confer-
ence report because I believed, as a
representative of the Senate, that it
did approximate the will of the major-
ity of the Members of this body. But,
Mr. President, I now stand here as an
individual Senator and, as an individ-
ual Senator, I shall vote against the
conference report.

I shall vote against it because, while
I do believe that it represents the will
of an overwhelming majority of the
Members of the Senate, I am also con-
fident in my own mind that it is con-
trary to the best interests of the
United States.

Mr. President, every day’s newspa-
per brings reports of deficits in the
Federal budget somewhere in the
neighborhood of $150 billion to $200
billion a year forever. This year, the
Federal debt reached $1.3 trillion. By
19886, it will reach $2 trillion; by 1988,
it will double from what it is now to
$2.6 trillion. The majority of the
people of this country say in public
opinion polls that they are concerned
about the size of the deficit, that they
believe that the deficit is bad for
America, that it weakens our country.
They are correct in that view. Deficits
are responsible for high inflation
rates; deficits are responsible for high
interest rates, deficits are responsible
for high unemployment rates. We as a
country cannot maintain deficits of
this size without borrowing from our
own future, borrowing from genera-
tions to come, and crippling any eco-
nomic recovery which we are now ex-
periencing.

One of the concerns I have about
statements now coming from the
President and from the Secretary of
the Treasury is that they have so em-
phasized the economic recovery that
they have adopted a very rose-colored-
glasses view of where we stand as far
as the economic outlook is concerned.
I do not believe that we can have defi-
cits of this size without having im-
mense problems for the American
people in the future.

Most of us in Congress also talk
from time to time about the problem
of the deficit, but I think that what
we are really saying is this: We are
willing to work on the deficit, to talk

the
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about it, and to make speeches about
it, provided any action on our part is
not unpopular with any of our con-
stituents. We realize that what many
of our constituents do not want is any
control of entitlement programs or
any increase in taxation. So we engage
ourselves in a make-believe exercise,
telling ourselves that we can get at the
enormous deficit by plugging a tax
loophole here, cutting a ridiculous pro-
gram there, or zeroing in on a little
waste in one program or another.

But, Mr. President, when we have
deficits of $150 billion to $200 billion a
year, there is no way to reduce them
to a manageable level with a laundry
list approach to specific spending cuts
or specific tax increases. We in the
Congress, if we are going to get our
economy and the Federal budget
under control, are going to have to
start doing some things which are po-
litically unpopular. We are going to
have to start taking some steps that
public opinion polls tell us are suicidal
politically.

What this withholding repeal dem-
onstrates is that as of now we are not
prepared to do anything in the least
bit unpopular to reduce the size of the
deficit. If we cannot even agree to col-
lect taxes that people owe and do not
want to pay, what will we agree to do?
I think that is really the issue behind
the repeal of withholding on interest
and dividends. Will we be willing to
take at least some thought-to-be un-
popular steps in order to help our
country?

I believe, Mr. President, that if we
who have a public forum in the Con-
gress of the United States or in the
White House went to the American
people and said to them, “Your coun-
try is in trouble and we as a people are
going to have to make some sacrifices
for our country,” most people in
America would say, “Right on; count
me in.”

But we do not do that. We instead
move from interest group to interest
group, bankers, savings and loans, you
name it, and say, “Oh, we don’t want
to do anything that is unpopular with
you.”

So, Mr. President, I think we are
reading the economy wrong; I think
we are reading tax policy wrong; I
think that we are reading the will of
the American people wrong, despite all
the mail that was drummed up by the
banks and the savings and loans. I do
not think most people are as selfish as
the interest groups would have us be-
lieve. I do think they want to have a
stake in the future of this country. It
is because of that deeply held feeling,
and the similar feeling that by repeal-
ing withholding on interest and divi-
dends we are caving in to interest
groups against the best interests of
this country, that I am going to vote
against this conference report.
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Mr. President, when this bill was fi-
nally passed in the Senate not long
ago, I, after voting against it consist-
ently, finally voted for the bill. I did so
because the reciprocity bill, the exten-
sion of mortgage revenue bonds, the
urban enterprise zone bill, and the
Caribbean Basin Initiative bill were all
attached. In addition, the bill included
significant measures for toughening
compliance provisions on interest and
dividends. Unfortunately, the bill was
substantially changed by the confer-
ence committee from what it was
when it left the Senate.

Just to review the figures: When we
first started withholding on interest
and dividends, the projections by the
Treasury Department were that the
American people right now are not
paying 8 billion dollars’ worth of taxes
each year that are due and owing on
interest and dividends. It was further
projected that about $3 billion of the
$8 billion would be collected by with-
holding. When the repeal bill passed
the Senate, the compliance provisions
of the repeal would have collected
about $1 billion of unpaid taxes on in-
terest and dividends instead of the $3
billion that would have been collected
by repeal. The stripped down compli-
ance provisions in the conference com-
mittee version would produce a
meager half a billion dollars out of
what was originally $3 billion.

In addition to that, we stripped the
bill of the reciprocity bill, although I
must say that the members of the
House and Ways and Means Commit-
tee did agree to take that bill to the
floor of the House of Representatives.
We stripped the bill of extension of
the mortgage revenue bond exemp-
tion. We stripped the bill of the urban
enterprise zone bill, and we left only
repeal of withholding with a very
meager effort to increase the compli-
ance provisions and the Caribbean
Basin Initiative.

Mr. President, while the Caribbean
Basin Initiative bill is fine and while it
at least indicates to our neighbors to
the south of us that we are interested
in the improvement of their economy,
I believe that we have oversold that to
them because 87 percent of the prod-
ucts imported into America from the
Caribbean Basin countries come in
duty free already, and this will in-
crease that from 87 percent to 97 per-
cent.

The only other thing the bill does is
to extend the tax deduction for con-
ventions which are held in the Carib-
bean Basin countries. This is all of
some benefit, yes, but I think that it is
overselling the point to say that this is
going to be some great turnaround for
the Caribbean Basin countries.

So, Mr. President, while I think that
the CBI provision is laudable, but
probably not terribly important, it is
really eclipsed by the main point, and
that is that we are today repealing
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withholding on interest and dividends.
By doing so, we are caving in to special
interests. By doing that we are blow-
ing yet a bigger hole in the Federal
budget. This is not in the best inter-
ests of the American people, and I will
vote against it.

Mr. President, I am pleased that we
are finally going to see the Caribbean
Basin Initiative become law. The Car-
ibbean Basin, a diverse conglomeration
of Central American and Caribbean
countries, poses a troubling situation
to policymakers in the United States.
While civil strife saps the strength of
El Salvador, Cuba and Cuban-backed
Nicaragua seek to extend their influ-
ence in the area. Our goal in the
region must be political stability, but
political stability cannot be achieved
by victory on the battlefield. Any fire-
man will tell you that the best way to
fight a fire is through prevention.

With this in mind, the President’s
Caribbean Basin Initiative (CBI) is im-
portant for three reasons. First, the
deteriorating economic and political
situation in the countries of the Carib-
bean Basin demands our attention. It
is something we cannot afford to
ignore and hope will go away. Second,
the best way to achieve political stabil-
ity in the region is through economic
stability and growth. Trade rather
than aid is the long-term program that
will strike at the root of the problem
in this poverty-stricken region. Third,
the stronger economies created by the
Caribbean Basin Initiative will lead to
increased U.S. exports, providing more
job opportunities for workers in the
United States.

I. DETERIORATING SITUATION DEMANDS OUR

ATTENTION

The countries of the Caribbean
Basin are at a historic crossroads.
They may enter a new period of politi-
cal pluralism, justice, improved human
rights, and economic development, or
they may be forced into the false
promise of Marxism. The historically
close relationship between the United
States and the countries of Central
America and the Caribbean demands
that we address this deteriorating situ-
ation.

Many of the countries in the Carib-
bean Basin have been hurt by the
worldwide economic recession. In 1981,
Barbados experienced a 3.1-percent de-
cline in its gross domestic product and
a l4.6-percent rise in its Consumer
Price Index. This stagnant situation
exists in many other countries—Haiti,
Honduras, and Jamaica, to name a
few. Political instability is also a con-
tributing factor to economic turmoil.
In El Salvador, for example, the per
capita income has dropped 33 percent
in the past 5 years to a dismal $612.
This economic situation cannot be ex-
pected to improve unless polifical sta-
bility is restored.

The spread of guerrilla activity in
Central America is of obvious concern
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to the United States. The Caribbean
Basin is our own backyard. That our
country has an interest in the affairs
of this hemisphere has been recog-
nized since the Monroe Doctrine.
Nearly half our trade, three-quarters
of our imported oil, and over half our
strategic minerals pass through the
Panama Canal or the Gulf of Mexico.
We import 90 percent of our industrial
requirements of bauxite and alumina
from the Basin countries and rely on
them to a significant degree for nickel.

Our relationship with the Caribbean
Basin extends even further: When our
exports to the area dropped by $155
million last year, thousands of U.S.
jobs were lost. Likewise, the recession
in the United States last year caused a
steep drop in revenue from tourism for
the Caribbean Basin countries.

The relationship with the Caribbean
is more clearly seen by the fact that
poor economic conditions continue to
cause increases in immigration to the
United States. In 1980, the per capita
GNP of Haiti was $260. That year,
from the poorest country in the Amer-
icas, 20,000 undocumented Haitian im-
migrants came to the United States.

The Caribbean Basin Initiative will
cost $70 million per year, whereas the
United States has already spent over
$1 billion on operations and services
related to the 135,000 Cuban and Hai-
tian refugees that arrived in this coun-
try in recent years. The CBI is a pro-
gram that will hedge this massive im-
migration into the United States
through the promotion of economic
development.

The United States cannot do it
alone. Several other countries have
taken note of the deteriorating situa-
tion in the Caribbean Basin. Canada
has begun a 5-year program for the
area, valued at over $500 million. They
also provide duty-free treatment or
preferential access for 98 percent of
their imports from the Caribbean
Basin. Mexico and Venezuela are in-
volved in a program which provides
long-term concessional credits for gov-
ernment development projects. This
program is valued at over $700 million
per year. The European Community
and Colombia have also pitched in,
providing preferential access to their
markets. This bill is part of the total
package of assistance that includes the
$350 million in aid that passed the
Congress last year. It is a small part in
our shared responsibility to the coun-
tries of the Caribbean Basin.

We must make a concerted effort to
stabilize the situation in the Caribbe-
an Basin. Since we have been involved
in El Salvador, political violence has
diminished somewhat. The number of
civilian deaths has dropped. The land
reform program has been actively re-
sumed. And at the end of this year, El
Salvador is committed to holding a
Presidential election.
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The 83 percent of the Salvadorans
that voted last March proves that,
when given a chance, people chose de-
mocracy over political instability. If
we fail to fulfill our responsibility to
this region, other nations will not have
that choice. Inaction on our part will
give our neighbors but one path to
follow, the path of Nicaragua, that
has not held the promised elections, is
increasingly oppressing the Indians
and suppressing the church, labor
unions, business, and media.

II. ECONOMIES VITAL TO POLITICAL STABILITY

Once we have decided to act, the
question is how do we best achieve po-
litical stability. Economic development
is the best way to insure political sta-
bility in the long run. Aid is necessary
for immediate relief to these coun-
tries, but increased trade is the only
way to achieve enduring stability in
the region. Putting an emphasis on
the economies of the region, we must
continue to emphasize economic
rather than military aid.

From 1946 to 1982, we provided $2.3
billion in economic aid and only $296
million in military assistance to the
region. In 1982, only 18.7 percent of
the total aid to the Caribbean Basin
was military assistance. Excluding the
aid to El Salvador, that figure drops to
11.3 percent of the total aid to the
region. Still today, we are providing
approximately three times as much
economic as military aid. The propor-
tion of economic aid and potential
trade benefits accruing from the Presi-
dent’s Caribbean Basin Initiative will
far outweigh the proportion of mili-
tary aid being supplied to El Salvador.

An emphasis on economic reform
should serve to broaden the base sup-
port for the moderates in El Salvador.
The guerrillas in El Salvador do not
seek head-on confrontations with the
army, but they try to defeat the Salva-
doran economy and the people’s liveli-
hood through the destruction of elec-
tric transmission lines, through drop-
ping bridges, and through burning
buses. The guerrillas know that de-
struction of the Salvadoran economy
is the only way they will be able to
seize power. Army Chief of Staff, Gen-
eral Edward C. Meyer, said recently
that more economic aid to El Salvador
is equally or more important than
military aid. “Economic assistance”,
he said “is very critical because guer-
rilla war is based on the legitimate
concerns of the people.”

In looking at the situation in Sal-
vador, we should be reminded of Ven-
ezuela, who 20 years ago never man-
aged to defeat its insurgents on the
battlefield. Instead, they rendered the
insurgents irrelevant as fighters when
the government succeeded in a combi-
nation of military action, civic action
in the countryside, and the creation of
a democratic system. There can be no
military solution to El Salvador’s prob-
lems. But with programs such as the
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Caribbean Basin Initiative, the Gov-
ernment of El Salvador, as well as the
other governments in the Caribbean
Basin, can achieve political stability
through revitalized economic strength.

III. STRONGER ECONOMIES MEAN JOBS FOR
UNITED STATES

These stronger economies in the
Caribbean Basin translate into more
jobs for U.S. workers. 1 am convinced
of this, based on the role of exports in
our economy, and the safeguards that
have been added to protect U.S. indus-
tries.

Exports are an integral part of our
economy. Between 1977 and 1980, four
out of five of all new manufacturing
jobs created in the United States were
related to exports. One out of six U.S.
jobs are dependent upon exports. The
Department of Commerce projects
that 2,500 jobs result per $100 million
in U.S. exports of manufacturers.

The developing countries have been
the fastest growing market for U.S. ex-
ports, and in the first 3 months of
1983 bought 36 percent of all U.S. ex-
ports. CBI countries import more from
the United States than from any other
country. We export to this region
more machinery and capital goods per
capita than any other developing
region in the world. The United States
enjoys a trade surplus with all but
four of the 27 potential beneficiary
countries, excluding petroleum im-
ports. The key to this relationship is
that trade is not a zero-sum game.
Both sides will benefit from increased
trade.

The impact of increased imports to
the United States is not likely to have
a noticeable impact on our economy.
Of the $8 billion imported from the
Caribbean Basin countries in 1982,
$4.9 billion would be excluded from
free trade eligibility, $1.9 billion are
duty free for all MFN countries, and
$0.6 billion are duty free under the
GSP program. The re $600
million that would be affected consti-
tute only 8 percent of the total
amount imported from the Caribbean
Basin and 0.4 percent of the total U.S.
imports. Considering this small addi-
tion of products that would be granted
duty-free access, it is doubtful that
there will be any substantial negative
impact on the U.S. economy.

Even so, several safeguards have
been added to make sure that the pro-
gram will not hurt domestic industry.
Several classes of products are statuto-
rily exempt, such as petroleum and pe-
troleum products, textiles, footwear,
and leather products. A rule of origin
clause assures that an article must be
the growth, product, or manufacture
of a beneficiary country, or a new or
different article of commerce pro-
duced in it. Special provisions protect
Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands, as
well. Finally, if any domestic industry
is found to have been hurt as a result
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of increased imports, import relief pro-
visions are available for them to use.

Compared with the lavish and ex-
pensive beginnings of the *“Alliance for
Progress” in the 1960’s, the CBI does
not look like much. But 12 years of
duty-free access means a lot to a coun-
try like Haiti, whose trade with the
United States accounts for 78 percent
of its exports and 89 percent of its im-
ports. For the entire region, exports to
the United States accounted for 68
percent of its total exports to industri-
al countries. The business expense de-
duction for conventions should be of
great help to countries whose natural
resources constitute potential for a
thriving tourist industry, once given a
chance.

By stressing self-help and real eco-
nomic growth, the Caribbean Basin
Initiative offers a great deal. This pro-
gram is vital to the long-term political
stability of our neighbors in the Carib-
bean Basin.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Kansas is recognized.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I do not
know whether there are any other re-
quests for time.

I appreciate the comments made by
all Senators, and I appreciate the com-
ments just made by the distinguished
Senator from Missouri. I do not know
that I disagree with him. I favored
withholding and still do, but the facts
were we did not have the votes, and we
still do not have the votes. We were
down to about 25 to 28 votes to sustain
a veto. It seemed at that point the best
course to follow was to try to salvage
what we could. Now, much will depend
on how much this Congress authorizes
to add additional primarily clerical as-
sistants to the IRS, not agents to
harass people but clerical assistants so
they can match up the numbers and
do other things to make certain that
people are reporting their interest and
dividend income, a point I made in my
earlier remarks.

The record will reflect that when
Congress suggests, as it did over-
whelmingly, that we should not have
the banks do this, that it should be
done by the IRS, they were telling us,
in effect, that we have to beef up cer-
tain areas of IRS so that they can do
the work. Fifteen million dollars of ad-
ditional money has been appropriated
by the Appropriations Committee for
fiscal year 1984.

I hope that the Senate and the
House in succeeding years will help us
make certain that we can have this im-
proved compliance. That is, the best
way to keep this withholding issue
behind us is to give the IRS the money
it needs to do its job. Many of the
banks, savings and loans, and credit
unions suggested that withholding
would not be necessary if the IRS did
the job they should do.
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On a related matter, I want to call
attention to an important develop-
ment in another major area of non-
compliance.

I have received the figures on the
impact of the new tip reporting law,
and the news is overwhelmingly good.
The new law has virtually doubled the
reporting level of tips. Twice as many
tips were reported in the first quarter
of 1983 over the same period in 1982,

According to the Treasury Depart-
ment’s figures released today, despite
the fact that wages have not in-
creased, total tips reported in the hos-
pitality industry increased $167.3 mil-
lion in the first quarter of 1983, an in-
crease of 87 percent over the first
quarter of 1982. In bars and other bev-
erage establishments alone, the in-
crease was 133 percent. That improve-
ment occurred with only the first
phase of the new law. Individualized
reporting begins only after April 1.
Thus, the results for the second quar-
ter of 1983 should be even more sub-
stantial.

At a time when various Washington
special interests are seeking the effec-
tive repeal of the new law, these re-
sults prove that the new rules are
working. Tip reporting rates are begin-
ning to come much closer to compli-
ance levels for ordinary wage earners.
Statistical proof that the new rules
are improving compliance demonstrate
that we cannot afford so-called techni-
cal amendments which will effectively
eliminate proven new rules.

While the new law is working well,
the Internal Revenue Service should
do everything it can to minimize the
burden of these new information re-
porting requirements. I hope that the
Internal Revenue Service will move
promptly to finalize the new reporting
rules. When those regulations are
issued, I hope that the Internal Reve-
nue Service recognizes, in particular,
the right of employers to make the es-
timated unreported tip allocation on
an annual basis.

These compliance measures are
working. People are reporting income,
and they will be paying taxes on
income that they should have been
paying for some time. It is not an
effort to harass anyone. It is an effort
to make the tax system fair. We are
going to continue those efforts on the
compliance side. In my view, there are
a number of other areas that can be
addressed.

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I rise
to support the conference report on
H.R. 2973, which finally kills interest
and dividend withholding.

The withholding requirement,
adopted in 1982 over my opposition,
was a bad idea.

Everyone agrees that we should
catch tax cheats. The question simply
is whether withholding is a fair and ef-
ficient way to do so. The evidence indi-
cates that it is not. The vast majority
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of taxpayers already pay taxes on the
interest they earn. To catch the rela-
tively few cheats who do not, the IRS
should put its own house in order by
improving and expanding information
matching. Withholding, in contrast,
would transfer administrative costs
from the Federal Government to tax-
payers and transfer substantial invest-
ment resources from taxpayers to the
Federal Government. That would be a
good deal for the Federal Govern-
ment, but a bad one for taxpayers.

That is why I voted against with-
holding last year and cosponsored leg-
islation to repeal it this year, and that
is why I support today's conference
report.

Let me explain a little more about
the conference report bill. The bill ut-
terly repeals withholding. At the same
time, it directs the IRS to take several
steps to improve the tax compliance
rate for interest and dividend income.
These steps include a system of so-
called backup withholding for taxpay-
ers caught underreporting, and a re-
quirement that financial institutions
that file 50 or more 1099 forms must
do so on magnetic tape. These steps
should increase compliance, and there-
by reduce the Federal budget deficit,
significantly.

Mr. President, some work remains. I
and many of my colleagues will care-
fully monitor the implementation of
these new compliance steps, especially
backup withholding, to make sure that
they are efficient and effective. We
also will work to see that legislation
reestablishing the mortgage revenue
bond program, which was dropped
from the conference report, is quickly
considered again.

But, overall, I am happy that we
have finally cut through all the legis-
lative redtape and killed withholding.
This is an important victory for the
thousands and thousands of Montan-
ans who have written me, called me,
and talked to me back home, to decry
withholding and demand its repeal.

Now, I urge the President to listen
to these Montanans, reevaluate his
support of withholding, and sign this
bill into law.

Mr. D’AMATO. Mr. President, I am
pleased that the House-Senate confer-
ees have reached an agreement on
repeal of the 10 percent withholding
of dividends and interest which was to
be effective August 1, 1983. I have long
been an advocate of repeal with as few
cumbersome reporting provisions as
possible. In fact, I was an original co-
sponsor of S. 222 which would have
mandated straight repeal with a mini-
mum of reporting requirements.

The House-Senate conferees have
agreed to add the following provisions
to the repeal bill:

First, certification of taxpayer iden-
tification numbers on all new accounts
opened after 1983.
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Second, corporations and financial
institutions will have to supply tax-
payer 1099 forms to the IRS. However,
individual taxpayers would not be re-
quired to attach 1099 tax forms to
their tax returns.

Third, magnetic tapes must be sup-
plied to the IRS for all interest and
dividend returns after 1983.

Fourth, the IRS will be authorized
to hire thousands of additional em-
ployees to review taxpayer returns and
insure compliance.

Fifth, 20 percent backup withhold-
ing could be required for chronic non-
compliance. In addition, a $50 fine
may be levied for noncompliance at
the discretion of the IRS.

I am happy with this part of the
House-Senate compromise package.
The small commercial banks and sav-
ings institutions in New York State
will not have to incur the terrific costs
connected with withholding of divi-
dends and interest. I believe that the
compromise will enhance taxpayer
compliance. For this the conferees
should be applauded.

I am very concerned, however, about
a deal engineered in the conference by
Congressman PickLE of Texas. It is my
understanding that, at a later date, he
will attach to the mortgage revenue
bond legislation that was unjustifiably
deleted in the conference an anti-IDB
bill. Both mortgage revenue bonds and
IDB’s play important roles in econom-
ic development. Mortgage revenue
bonds provide reasonably priced fi-
nancing to individuals and families
who could not otherwise afford a
home. It is disgraceful to complicate
the extension of mortgage revenue
bond legislation by attaching other
bills.

Congressman PickLE’s IDB legisla-
tion, H.R. 1635, would destroy a pro-
gram that provides thousands of jobs
and expands the tax base. He may not
be aware that in his home State of
Texas, over $527 million of net new
taxes were generated in the last 3
years by IDB’s. This figure takes into
account any loss to the Federal Treas-
ury from tax exempt interest pay-
ments. I have difficulty understanding
why anyone would attempt to kill a
program that has been so beneficial to
his State.

The jobs creation effectiveness of
IDB’s is well documented. In my home
State of New York, over 130,000 new
jobs have been created through IDB's.
Similar results have been documented
in many States throughout the
Nation.

Congressman PICKLE seems deter-
mined to create an antimunicipal fi-
nance package. He intends to reduce
the Federal deficit on the backs of our
cities and States. In the end, local
taxes will rise and essential services
will be cut. Savings at the Federal
level that shift costs onto the backs of
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local government are imaginary sav-
ings. I intend to fight any efforts to
further limit IDB's, mortgage revenue
bonds, or other legitimate avenues of
municipal finance.

Mr. President, I would once again
like to congratulate the conferees on a
job well done. I am pleased that with-
holding of dividends and interest
income will not become a reality, but I
am deeply saddened that the conferees
failed to accept the Senate amend-
ment extending mortgage revenue
bonds beyond December 31, 1983—es-
pecially given my understanding of
the reason why this extension was
dropped. Mortgage revenue bonds are
an excellent financial mechanism.
They, like IDB’s, must be preserved.

Mr. MELCHER. Mr. President, I am
pleased to be here today when this
conference is passed. It contains provi-
sions for the repeal of the withholding
of taxes on interest and dividends.
There have been many times over the
past 13 months when I wondered if we
were ever going to be able to correct
the mistake we made in enacting this
provision as part of the 1982 tax bill.

In opposing the withholding provi-
sions at that time, I was sure that the
additional costs and redtape created
by this provision more than out-
weighed the gains that were promised
by the proponents of withholding. It
did not take long for the taxpayers in
Montana to come to the same conclu-
sion. I received better than 25,000
pieces of mail in my office alone call-
ing for the repeal of this bad tax law.

Some of the proponents of withhold-
ing of taxes and interest and dividends
said that the outpouring in support of
repeal was generated and orchestrated
by the Nation’s financial institutions.
The banks, savings and loans, and
credit unions in Montana may have
taken the lead in getting out the word
on withholding, but let me assure you
that they simply did not have the
physical capability of generating that
kind of outpouring of mail. The
bottom line was the commonsense of
the average taxpayer told him that
this was only one more instance where
the IRS chose to place an additional
burden on the 98 percent of all tax-
payers who accurately and legitimate-
ly file their taxes rather than to make
the additional effort needed to catch
those who were cheating. They felt
that that was an unnecessary burden
on the ordinary taxpayer, and I agree
with them.

Further, it became increasingly obvi-
ous as time went on that the proposed
gain in revenues from withholding
were vastly overstated, and that what-
ever gain was to be achieved by the
Government was to result from a one-
time early collection of taxes in 1983.
All of this, the unfairness of the with-
holding provisions, the increased pa-
perwork and redtape that it caused,
and the fact that the Government was
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really not collecting additional reve-
nue, lay at the base of the tremendous
outpouring against the withholding
provision.

The irony of this situation is that,
even following this tremendous out-
pouring against withholding, it took
not one but three separate major ef-
forts to finally end up with language
repealing this poor tax law. I, myself,
took the floor in April of this year to
offer a provision that would have de-
layed the implementation of withhold-
ing until the end of 1983. I did this be-
cause there seemed to be a very cyni-
cal attitude on the part of some of the
proponents of withholding that, if
they could just get past the July 1 im-
plementation date, those who support-
ed repeal would give up and fade away.
Well, that was never the case and we
would have only looked so much more
foolish had withholding been imple-
mented the first of July, only to be re-
pealed 60 to 90 days later. I am
pleased that we did not have to go
through that exercise.

Once the pending conference report
has been approved by both the House
and the Senate, which I am hopeful
will happen very quickly, there is only
one step that remains in the process.
That is, getting it signed by the Presi-
dent prior to the date now set for im-
plementation on August 5. I am hope-
ful that the President has heard the
public outery on withholding and will
quickly sign this provision into law.

I truly feel that we have taken up a
great deal of Congress time to repeal a
provision that never had the support
of the majority of either the American
people or the Members of Congress. 1
hope we do not have to repeat this
kind of exercise in the future and that
we pay attention to the American tax-
payer and work harder to close up the
many actual loopholes that now exist
in the Federal Tax Code, such as
giveaways like the foreign tax credit
and foreign tax deferral, rather than
trying to devise ways to get the tax-
man’s hands into the pocket of the or-
dinary taxpayer. I believe this has
been a good lesson, and I hope we in
Congress have learned it.

Mr. BOREN. Mr. President, I am
pleased to cast my vote in favor of re-
pealing interest and dividend with-
holding. I would have preferred that
the Caribbean Basin Initiative not be
included with the repeal measure, but
I will not oppose the conference report
because it is included.

Since its inception, the withholding
of taxes on interest and dividends was
an ill-conceived idea. Had it been al-
lowed to go into effect it would have
acted as a disincentive to savings and
investment, lowering the real rate of
return on some investments by deny-
ing investors the use of their withheld
funds. Further, this law would have
had a serious impact on our financial
institutions by forcing them to design
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and implement withholding systems
the cost of which would undoubtedly
have been passed on to depositors in
the form of lower rates of interest, re-
duced dividends, and extra service
charges. Finally, this law would have
had a devastating impact on the elder-
ly and lower income families since the
burden was placed on the individual to
exempt himself from withholding.

In addition, the conference report
includes less onerous compliance meas-
ures than did the Senate version of
the backup withholding provisions. I
had concern with the Senate bill be-
cause I felt that it allowed the IRS to
gain too much access to a citizens’ pri-
vate business matters. It is my under-
standing that the conference report
requires compliance with the law with-
out undue interference.

It is for these reasons that I join
with my many other colleagues in
voting for repeal.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I rise
to thank my good friend from Kansas
for putting forth a tremendous effort
in solving the problem that Congress
faced with respect to the interest and
dividend withholding issue.

The conference report on H.R. 2973
represents the final product of many
months worth of negotiation on the
part of both opponents and supporters
of withholding.

I do not believe anyone has won or
lost this issue. Senator DoLE has done
a good job of preserving the frame-
work of the fallback withholding con-
cept that he worked out with Senator
KasTEN and myself, and which the
Senate approved. The compliance pro-
visions agreed to by the conferees will
recoup part of the revenues we origi-
nally envisioned from withholding.

The underground economy produces
a tax loss to the U.S. Treasury of
about $100 billion a year. We need $73
billion dollars of new revenue from
1984 to 1987 to meet the budget reso-
lutions mandate. I believe we can meet
that mandate Mr. President without
having to resort to tax increases.
Again, I commend Senator DoLe, Sen-
ator KasTeEN and their staffs, for pro-
viding a responsible legislative resolu-
tion to this matter.

Mr. JEPSEN. Mr. President, I would
like to express my support for the con-
ference report on the repeal of with-
holding on interest and dividend
income, as well as the Caribbean Basin
Initiative. Finally we are going to
repeal this obnoxious threat to honest
savers, investors, and financial institu-
tions. As one who opposed interest and
dividend withholding legislation from
the very beginning, this repeal will not
come a moment too soon.

The considerable delay in resolving
this issue has already generated much
confusion and unnecessary expense.
The conference report will lay the
matter to rest once and for all. It will
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be a very long time before anyone tries
to impose interest and dividend with-
holding again.

The conference report includes an-
other good provision; that establishing
the Caribbean Basin Initiative (CBI).
Given the many serious economic and
social problems of the Caribbean, the
CBI will undoubtedly prove mutually
beneficial. The lowering of U.S. trade
barriers is one good way to promote
more economic and social stability in
this strategic region.

The inclusion of backup withholding
and the CBI make a Presidential veto
very unlikely. I am glad President
Reagan has demonstrated flexibility
and reasonableness on this legislation.
We should quickly pass this confer-
ence report and sent it to the Presi-
dent for his signature. Once again,
time is running out.

I urge my colleagues to join me in
voting for the repeal of withholding
on interest and dividend income.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, if there
are no other requests for time, I ask
for the yeas and nays on the confer-
ence report.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is
there a sufficient second? There is a
sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the confer-
ence report. On this question the yeas
and nays have been ordered, and the
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. STEVENS. I announce that the
Senator from New Mexico (Mr. Do-
MENICI) is necessarily absent.

Mr. CRANSTON. I announce that
the Senator from Ohio (Mr. GLENN)
and the Senator from Colorado (Mr.
HarT), are necessarily absent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are
there any other Senators in the Cham-
ber who desire to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 90,
nays 7, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No, 234 Leg.]

Levin
Long
Lugar
Matsunaga
Mattingly
McClure
Melcher
Mitchell
Moynihan
Murkowski
Nickles
Nunn
Packwood
Pell

Percy
Pressler
Proxmire
Pryor
Quayle
Randolph
Riegle
Roth
Rudman

Hatfleld
Hawkins
Hecht
Heflin
Heinz
Helms
Hollings
Huddleston
Humphrey
Inouye
Jackson
Jepsen
Johnston
Kassebaum
Kasten
Laxalt
Leahy

Sarbanes
Sasser

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

Simpson
Specter
Stafford
Stennis
Stevens

Symms
Thurmond
Tower
Trible
Tsongas

Wallop
Warner
Weicker
Wilson
Zorinsky

NAYS-T

Cr t: K
Danforth Lautenberg
Dodd Mathias

NOT VOTING—3
Domenici Glenn Hart

So the conference report was agreed

Metzenbaum

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote by which the con-
ference report was agreed to.

Mr. KEASTEN. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT REQUEST

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I indi-
cated earlier, much earlier, over the
last several days, that at some point I
wanted to try to get to the Radio
Marti bill. I think that time to make
the effort has probably arrived.

Let me describe the situation at this
moment. The motion to proceed to the
consideration of the agriculture target
price bill is now the pending measure
before us, is it not?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. 1t is.

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, perhaps
most Senators already know, and if
they do not I would like to advise
them, that negotiations have been
conducted this morning with the Sec-
retary of Agriculture and principals
with respect to this bill and these
measures on both sides of the issue
and on both sides of the aisle.

I am advised that it would be the
better part of discretion, and perhaps
the best investment of the Senate’s
time, to not pursue this matter until
Monday. That is not to say that it is
likely that we are going to get an
agreement; maybe we will not get an
agreement at all. But it sounds like
there is at least a possibility that
something might be worked out that
would let us pass a target price bill
that did not create great controversy. 1
do not know anything about the bill,
Mr. President, except that which I
hear in debates, so I cannot testify to
that personally. But I am persuaded
that it is probably worth a gamble to
lay this aside temporarily and go to
something else and then get back on it
after another conference is held be-
tween the parties on Monday.

Now what I would like to do at this
point, then, Mr. President, and I do
now ask unanimous consent that the
pending motion be temporarily laid
aside, that a call for the regular order
will not bring it back, and that the
Senate now proceed to the consider-
ation of the budget waiver to accompa-
ny the Radio Marti bill. That budget
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waiver is Calendar Order No. 259,
Senate Resolution 160.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is
there objection?

Mr. MELCHER. Reserving the right
to object, will the majority leader
yield for a question?

Mr. BAKER. Yes; I yield.

Mr. MELCHER. I take it from what
the majority leader has just stated, if
this unanimous consent is agreed to,
that he would not call up the H.R.
2733 motion to proceed again until
sometime on Monday?

Mr. BAKER. That is my intention.

Mr. MELCHER. I thank the Sena-
tor.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object, I must say to the
majority leader I will need to do a
little bit of further checking on this.
Would he withhold his motion or
withdraw it for the moment?

Mr. BAKER. Yes, Mr. President, let
me leave the request pending. I sug-
gest 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. BAKER. 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.

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I think I
may have overcomplicated the issue by
including one step too many in my
unanimous-consent request. The re-
quest I put was that we temporarily
lay aside the motion to proceed on the
target price bill, that the call for regu-
lar order would not bring it back, and
that the Chair lay before the Senate
the budget waiver. I strike that third
provision on the budget waiver and
renew my request now that we tempo-
rarily lay aside the motion and that a
call for regular order will not bring it
back.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is
there any objection? Without objec-
tion, it is so ordered.

BUDGET ACT WAIVER

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ad-
vised the minority leader that I in-
tended to proceed in this way.

Mr. President, I now move that the
Senate proceed to the consideration of
Senate Resolution 160, Calendar
Order No. 259, which is the resolution
waiving section 402(a) of the Congres-
sional Budget Act with respect to the
Radio Marti bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
motion is not debatable.

Mr. WEICKER addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Connecticut.

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, let me
explain once more to the Senator from
Connecticut the situation. And it is
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the situation I described to him just a
moment ago. What has happened now
is we have temporarily laid aside the
motion to proceed to the target price
bill. I have just moved that the Senate
proceed to the consideration of the
budget waiver to accompany Radio
Marti. That motion, under the act, is
not debatable. If the motion carries—
and I hope it will—then, under the
Budget Act, there will be 1 hour of
debate on the budget waiver. If the
budget waiver is adopted, then I will
make a motion to proceed to the
Radio Marti bill itself. Of course, the
motion to proceed is debatable with-
out limitation as to time.

Mr. WEICKER. Mr. President, I say
to my good friend, the majority leader,
I did discuss the matter with him. I
have no objection to the unanimous-
consent request laying aside the pend-
ing business and moving on to the
budget waiver. It is my understanding
now that the motion we have, the
motion to proceed, is nondebatable
and could require a rollcall vote if re-
quested. It seems to me there is
enough business to do here without in-
conveniencing the Members at this
juncture.

I fully expect, however, to use the 1
hour's time, and there might be a
motion made during the course of
that. So, with that understanding, I
am prepared to proceed at this time.

Mr. BAKER. I thank the Senator.

Mr. WEICKER. Have there been
persons designated on this budget
waiver? Who controls the time?

Mr. BAKER. The time would be
under the control of the majority and
minority leaders or their designees. As
far as I am concerned, I will designate
the chairman of the Foreign Relations
Committee on this side. I wonder if
the minority leader—we need some
way or other to divide the other half
of the time, I believe, to be controlled
by the Senator from Connecticut.

Mr. WEICKER. Or Senator ZORIN-
SKY.

Mr. BAKER. Or Senator ZoRINSKY.

Mr. BYRD. I designate Mr. LEAHY
on this side to control the time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion
to proceed.

The motion was agreed to.

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, the
matter before the Senate now is the
budget waiver, is that right?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the pending business.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

A resolution (8. Res. 160) waiving section
402(a) of the Congressional Budget Act of
ég;i with respect to the consideration of S.

The Senate proceeded to consider
the resolution.

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I have
designated the distinguished Senator
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from Illinois to manage the time on
behalf of the majority leader.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, the
budget waiver is necessary because of
an amendment that was offered by the
distinguished Senator from Florida,
Senator HAwWKINS, to provide up to $5
million for compensation for damages
that may be incurred by radio stations
whose broadcasts may be interferred
with because of Radio Marti.

At this time, if no one else would
like to speak, I could give, on that par-
ticular budget waiver and the techni-
calities of it, a little background on the
Radio Broadcasting to Cuba Act. Not
seeing anyone who desires to speak im-
mediately on the waiver itself, I will
proceed to do that.

RADIO MARTI

Mr. President, the Senate is about to
consider S. 602, the Radio Broadcast-
ing to Cuba Act. The purpose of this
legislation is to provide for the com-
munication of accurate information
and ideas to the people of Cuba. In in-
troducing this legislation this year,
Senator HAWEKINS noted that—

When this legislation is enacted, the
Cuban people will finally hear the truth.
Access to accurate news reports and varied
opinions is something that we in the United
States take for granted. We forget some-
times that the truth is a precious and rare
commodity in countries where the govern-
ment censors every broadcast and news
report. For decades, the United States has
provided the people of Eastern Europe and
the Soviet Union an alternative to govern-
ment propaganda, and now, at long last, we
can provide the same to the people of Cuba.

I support that interpretation fully. I
support the notion that the Cuban
people have a right to know the truth.
Radio Free Europe and Radio Liberty
have played important roles in bring-
ing accurate information and the
truth to the people of Eastern Europe
and the Soviet Union. We know in
times of crisis, Eastern European lis-
tenership increases tremendously.
Eastern Europeans know that their
own governments simply do not tell
them the truth.

They cannot find out what is going
on in their own country. In the Soviet
Union itself, while the war was raging
in Afghanistan, when an invasion had
been made of a Third World country,
when there were deaths occurring on
all sides, it was as if nothing was hap-
pening. All the world knew about it,
except the people of the Soviet Union
who knew nothing of what was going
on. Only Radio Free Europe and
Radio Liberty carried the voice of
truth and fact into the Soviet Union
and into Eastern European countries
as to what was actually going on.

Similarly, we are not sure that
Cubans are even aware—and the same
kind of condition exists in Cuba as
exists in other countries in Eastern
Europe and the Soviet Union—we are
not sure that our own neighbors, very
close to us, off the Florida coast, are
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even aware that their Government
does not tell them the full story about
what the Government of Cuba is
doing.

We are not sure that Cubans are
aware that their Government does not
tell them the full story. We do know,
from interviews with Cubans who have
come to this country, who came during
the massive Mariel exodus, that the
Cuban people are painfully unaware
of what is happening in the world or
what their Government is doing
around the world or of how their own
lives compare with the quality of
living elsewhere in Latin America.
Radio Marti will make this informa-
tion available to the Cuban people.

Mr. President, it is time for us to
pass this bill. It has been before us for
a long time. The radio broadcasting to
Cuba bill was dealt with at length in
the last Congress. The House Foreign
Affairs Committee and the House
Committee on Energy and Commerce
held extensive hearings on Radio
Marti. The full House voted favorably
on the bill by a margin of 250 to 134
on August 19, 1982. In July and
August of last year, the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee held 3 days of hear-
ings on Radio Marti. After detailed
discussion of the wvarious issues in-
volved, the committee adopted several
amendments to the House-passed bill
and reported it favorably by a vote of
11 to 5. In spite of heroic efforts, it
was ultimately not possible to hold the
vote on the bill in the final days of the
last Congress.

This year the Foreign Relations
Committee again held hearings on
Radio Marti. In the interim months,
the administration worked with mem-
bers of the broadcasting community
and with Congressmen and Senators
and perfected its own proposal. The
Radio Marti bill we have before us
today is a streamlined version that has
taken into account a number of the
issues and concerns raised by Members
of Congress. The Foreign Relations
Committee made minimal changes in
the bill and reported it favorably on
June 8, 1983, by a vote of 13 to 4.

The bill that we are considering
today establishes additional functions
under the Board for International
Broadcasting so that it may undertake
to provide for radio broadcasting to
Cuba. Radio broadcasting to Cuba is
to be undertaken in the same spirit
and with the same high standards as
Radio Free Europe/Radio Liberty.
Thus, such broadcasting is to be a con-
sistently reliable and authoritative
source of accurate, objective, and com-
prehensive news about Cuba itself.

The bill provides that any broadcast-
ing to Cuba on the AM frequency,
other than that provided through leas-
ing of commercial or noncommercial
educational radio broadcasting sta-
tions, shall be limited to the 1,180 kilo-
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hertz frequency used by the Voice of
America at Marathon, Fla., and pro-
vides that the VOA Marathon facility
may be used for the purposes of Radio
Marti broadcasting.

The bill also provides funds for com-
pensating U.S. radio broadcasting li-
censees for equipment and engineering
costs that result from interference
from Cuba that can be attributed to
Radio Marti Broadcasting.

This bill deals with the major issues
that were of concern to broadcasters
last year. It provides for a specific fre-
quency for Radio Marti—one that is
already used for broadcasting to Cuba
and which has not received noticeable
interference in recent years—and it
provides for compensation of stations
that may have to undertake some
equipment and engineering expenses if
Cuba chooses to increase its interfer-
ence in U.S. broadcasting as a result of
Radio Marti programing.

Mr. President, at an appropriate
time, I will offer an amendment to this
bill to authorize expenditure of funds
by the Board for International Broad-
casting to implement radio broadcast-
ing to Cuba. Such funds were intended
to be authorized under S. 1342, the
State Department/BIB authorization
bill. As that bill has not yet come to
the floor, we will need to provide for
funding of Radio Marti in this bill.
Other Senators may have amend-
ments that we can entertain, too. How-
ever, I believe that the bill before us
requires very little perfecting.

In conclusion, Mr. President, let me
say that Radio Marti is designed to re-
spond to a basic human need—the
need to have access to information on
events and policies that affect the
lives of individuals. Freedom of infor-
mation is recognized by every responsi-
ble individual and government in the
world. This right has been denied to
the Cuban people since Castro came to
power in 1959. Radio Marti will help
restore it. I ask my colleagues to sup-
port the passage of S. 602 as reported
by the Foreign Relations Committee.

Mr. President, the budget waiver
gﬁzlus specifically with section 6 of our

At this time, I would like to insert
into the Recorp and I will read, for
the benefit of our colleagues who are
here and those who might be listening,
section 6 of the committee report on
this bill. This section is entitled “Facil-
ity Compensation.”

SECTION 6—FACILITY COMPENSATION

This section states, in subsection (a), that
it is the intent of Congress that the Secre-
tary of State seek prompt and full settle-
ment of U.S. claims against Cuba that may
arise from Cuban interference with broad-
casting in the United States, and that pend-
ing settlement of such claims, there should
be interim assistance to broadcasters ad-
versely affected by Cuban radio interfer-
ence.

Subsection (b) provides that the Board for
International Broadcasting make payments
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to U.S. radio broadcasting station licensees
that apply for expenses incurred or to be in-
curred in mitigating the effects of Cuban
Government activites caused by radio broad-
casting to Cuba undertaken to implement
the authorities established in the bill that
result in direct interference with U.S, broad-
casting. The expenses covered under the
section shall be limited to costs of equip-
ment (replaced less depreciation) and associ-
ated technical and engineering costs.

Subsection (c¢) provides that not later than
180 days after enactment of the Act, the
Board for International Broadcasting shall
issue regulations and establish procedures
for carrying out the intent of the section.

Subsection (d) authorizes an appropria-
tion to the Board of International Broad-
casting of $5 million for use in compensat-
ing U.S. radio broadcasting licensees as pro-
vided in subsections (a) and (b). The amount
agnropriated is to be available until expend-
ed.

Subsections (e) and (f) state that authori-
ties for facility compensation established in
the bill shall enter into effect beginning in
fiscal year 1984 and funds shall be available
for a period of no more than 4 years follow-
ing the initial broadcast of radio broadcast-
ing to Cuba programs.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, seeing
no request for time on the other side, I
am happy to recognize my distin-
guished colleague from Florida, Sena-
tor PavLa HAwgkINs, who has worked
so closely with the Senate Foreign Re-
lations Committee in drafting this leg-
islation. She introduced the original
bill and we were pleased indeed to
offer her original bill as the bill on
which we would vote in the Foreign
Relations Committee. I commend her
for her tenacity and her desire to see
that the people of Cuba have the right
to know the truth of what is going on
in their country and what their coun-
try is carrying on as activities of inter-
vention and disruption around the
world at their cost and expense.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Florida.

Mrs. HAWKINS. Mr. President, I
thank the esteemed chairman of the
Committee on Foreign Relations. He
has been a steady source of guidance,
support, assistance, and great sympa-
thy for this cause we are involved in at
this time.

I would like to concur in his remarks
on the budget waiver, which is what
we are discussing at this point. I
intend to hold off on my remarks per-
taining to the merits of Radio Marti
until the proper time, when we are on
the bill itself.

As far as my amendment goes, Mr.
President, which requires the budget
waiver, we have had interference in
Florida for over 15 years. It is nothing
new. This is an amendment that would
merely set aside a small pot of $5 mil-
lion for stations that sought and re-
ceived permission from the FCC to
alter their facilities to overcome the
effect of Cuban interference.

Mr. President, it is a logical amend-
ment. It gives some redress to the
problems that we have experienced
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throughout our entire State of Flori-
da. There are other stations through-
out the United States that have the
same problem, so it is not restricted to
Florida. The amendment was an im-
portant addition to the bill, and I be-
lieve that the budget waiver was both
appropriate and reasonable.

I yield back my time to the chair-
man.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
seeks recognition?

The Senator from Connecticut.

Mr. WEICKER. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Vermont yield me 5
minutes?

Mr. LEAHY. Yes, I yield 5 minutes
to the Senator from Connecticut.

Mr. WEICKER. Mr. President, I
oppose the legislation now before the
Senate. I shall not address my remarks
specifically to the budget waiver; we
may as well get into the substance of
this matter. I inquire as to whether or
not the expenditure of moneys in-
volved here is worth it insofar as the
interests of the American people are
concerned.

First, to my good friend from Illi-
nois, I say let us get one point clear.
He says the Cuban people have the
right to finally hear the truth. Several
months ago, I happened to spend a
week in Cuba. Every evening, I would
turn on my transistor radio and, lo
and behold, guess what I was hearing?
Miami radio stations, New Orleans
radio stations, New York radio sta-
tions. Certainly, my good friend from
Illinois does not mean to imply that
American radio stations, privately
owned in the free sector, are doing
anything but broadcasting the truth.
And believe me, all those radio sta-
tions are heard in Cuba, to a greater
or lesser degree, as is the Voice of
America. So, in terms of what is being
heard in Cuba, I can assure my col-
leagues that what is being heard is, in
good measure, the voice of this coun-
try, either through the Voice of Amer-
ica or through the private sector, vari-
ous stations broadcasting from various
American cities.

Mr. PERCY. Will the Senator yield
for a question?

Mr. WEICKER. I certainly do yield.

Mr. PERCY. I would be very inter-
ested in knowing what it was that the
distinguished Senator from Connecti-
cut heard on these radio stations from
Florida. As to VOA, we know what you
hear there. You hear what is happen-
ing in the United States of America.
VOA, by charter, does not get into
those areas that Radio Liberty or
Radio Free Europe get into. They
have an entirely different mission. It
is a window on the United States.
They can, and that is why Radio Mar-
athon beams 5 hours a day to give the
truth about what is going on inside
the United States. But the mission of
Radio Liberty, Radio Free Europe, and
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Radio Marti would be an entirely dif-
ferent mission, to carefully research
and find out what is going on in Cuba,
what Cubans are carrying on around
the world. That is an entirely different
mission which the Board for Interna-
tional Broadcasting is uniquely quali-
fied to carry out.

I repeat my original question—was it
rock and roll music, was it baseball
games? That is not really the intent
and purpose of the legislation before
us. What was it the distinguished Sen-
ator heard on the Florida radio sta-
tions?

Mr. WEICKER. What the Senator
from Connecticut heard was exactly
what the Senator from Illinois hears
when he turns his radio on in his auto-
mobile or his home—the news broad-
cast by American broadcasters, rock
and roll, sports; indeed, the picture of
life in this country and around the
world that we all get when we turn on
our radio stations. That is what the
Senator from Connecticut heard.
Indeed, when I left this country for a
week, I would have preferred to hear
some other culture than our own for a
week. I did not. I heard our own cul-
ture.

I heard those broadcasts emanating
from our news media, which I do not
think are tainted or biased. It was
quite an experience.

I am not saying that the reception
was all that the Senator or I would
want all the time. But I think it terri-
bly important to differentiate between
the situation in Cuba and that in East-
ern Europe.

First of all, we are talking about an
island 90 miles off our shore. Obvious-
ly—

Mrs. HAWKINS. Will the Senator
yield just for a question?

Mr. WEICKER. Of course I yield.

Mrs. HAWKINS. Were the broad-
casts he heard in English or Spanish?

Mr. WEICKER. I heard both, Eng-
lish and Spanish.

To my good friend from Florida let
me say this: I, as much as she, feel
that there ought to be an accurate pic-
ture of life within the United States
and throughout the world broadcast
to the Cuban people. Indeed, I think
the time has come for the United
States of America to fill a vacuum cre-
ated by the lack of the presence of the
United States of America in Cuba, be-
cause only if that happens can we get
the Soviet Union out of our hemi-
sphere. The way to do that is to start
talking and start being there.

I ask my good friend from Florida
and my good friend from Illinois, Why
do we not go to Cuba? Why do you not
go to Cuba? Why do you not start
talking?

I ask my good friend from Florida,
she has the largest Cuban constituen-
cy in the United States. I think it is
high time the Cuban people had a
chance to talk to the Senator from
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Florida on Cuban soil and the other
Senator from Florida and the chair-
man of our Foreign Relations Commit-
tee.

I know of no substitute for the
human presence insofar as getting our
point of view across. But certainly, I
do not accept as a substitute for this
Senator or for the views of the Ameri-
can people radio broadcasts from a
Government agency.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator’s 5 minutes have expired.

Mr. WEICKEER. I ask for 1 more
minute, then I shall yield to my good
friend, Senator ZORINSKY.

Mr. LEAHY. I yield 1 more minute
to the Senator.

Mr. WEICKER. Mr. President, let us
understand at the outset of this
debate that some of us feel very pas-
sionately that there should be an ac-
tivist role for the United States of
America in Cuba, in the Caribbean, in
Central America, and in South Amer-
ica.

It is not a propagandist role. It is a
people-to-people, face-to-face role. We
think that in the course of our foreign
policy we have done an excellent job
in placing the Cuban Government and
people into a vacuum; that we have
isolated them.

Well, what we have succeeded in
doing is to isolate ourselves. Every-
body is in Cuba, not just the Soviet
Union. Walk the streets of Havana.
The Spanish are there, the Italians
are there, the French are there, the
Canadians are there, the British are
there, the Japanese are there—every-
body is there except the United States
of America. The manifestation of our
presence is some name calling across
the Florida Straits, hardly a foreign
policy and hardly designed to get the
Soviet Union out of our hemisphere.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 1
minute yielded the Senator has ex-
pired.

Mr. WEICKER. I yield at this time.
I suspect there will be plenty of time
to get further views across during the
course of this rather lengthy debate.

I thank my distinguished friend, the
Senator from Vermont, for the time
that he gave to me, and I now yield.

Mrs. HAWKINS. May I ask if I
could take 1 minute out of our time to
go back to the radio stations that the
Senator from Connecticut said were
heard. I do not want to discuss foreign
policy right now. I would just like to
discuss the radio stations he heard,
since we are discussing the budget
waiver for radio stations that are in-
volved.

He said they were English and Span-
ish, and then prior to that I think I
heard the Senator say that the broad-
casts predominately reflected our cul-
ture. Was this our culture on the
Spanish stations and did the Senator
learn where the Spanish stations or-
ginate?
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Mr. WEICKER. No; our culture of
truth. In other words, you can turn on
the radio and hear everything and
anything. I do not need to spend $5
million and entrust it to some Govern-
ment agency to start propaganda. I am
talking about no difference than if the
Senator turned on her radio driving
from Jacksonville to Miami at night.
She is going to get everything from all
over the United States of America.

Mrs. HAWKINS. All on commercial
stations.

Mr. WEICKER. 1 believe you get
commercial stations. Where you get all
of them, I do not know, but you get a
broad spectrum of commercial sta-
tions. And the last thing you need is to
start another station. You need that
as much as we need another team in
the U.S. Football League down there.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
HecHT). Who yields time?

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I yield
myself such time as I may require.

Mr. President, I rise to join with my
colleagues on both sides of the aisle to
question this waiver of the budget res-
olution.

There is a reason why we have to go
through this exercise—to waive the
budget resolution provisions. This pro-
cedure forces us to remember the
budget process itself, the restrictions,
the provisions, the discipline of the
budget process.

The purpose of the budget process
that the Congress has designed for
itself is to make us look very carefully
at each and every bill that costs the
American taxpayer additional tax dol-
lars.

It is the discipline of the budget
process that makes us take another
look, to ask the hard questions. Is this
new program, this new agency, this
new benefit worth the impact it will
have on our record high budget defi-
cits?

After all, we are not dealing with
balanced budgets these days. Things
have gotten out of control in Federal
spending. One statistic alone puts our
current situation in perspective:

If the present deficit projections continue
under a second Reagan Administration, the
deficit for the eight year period will be more
than the combined deficits from the era of
President Washington to President Carter.

So here we are today, discussing yet
another budget waiver, considering an-
other bill which will add to the deficit.
Although this bill does not have a bil-
lion dollar price tag, we all know that
every million adds up.

I would hope that we take the
budget process seriously today. I
would hope that all Senators take a
careful look at S. 602. Is this a cost ef-
fective approach? Are there better,
and less costly ways, to achieve the
goals of S. 602? I think there is.

The most basic guestion is, Do we
want to add to the deficit with a new
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program? A new program, I might add,
that may have unlimited costs. There
is a certain vagueness about the costs
involved in Radio Marti. Is it wise for
us to waive these provisions of the
budget act when we are unsure about
the cost?

This Democrat is concerned about
the deficit. I have agreed to cuts in
programs I care deeply about, I have
even offered amendments myself to
hold the line on spending. Recently I
offered an amendment to cut foreign
aid, although I have been a long-time
supporter of our foreign assistance
programs. But I felt that, to be fair, all
federally funded programs, all agen-
cies, should share the burden of reduc-
ing the deficit. No agency, not even
the State Department, should be
immune from budget discipline.

Thus, Mr. President, I rise today to
express a bipartisan concern about
this budget waiver and the underlying
bill on Radio Marti.

Mr. President, I will make a few
points in amplication of my statement.

1 find myself constantly called upon
in the Senate to vote to cut programs
that I happen to like, programs that I
have long supported, programs of ne-
cessity to my own State of Vermont as
well as in some instances the States of
the other 99 Members of this body.

I do that because of the horrendous
deficits this Nation is facing, deficits
which under the President's budget
have doubled in the course of his term
in office. If you take all of the deficits
from George Washington's time

straight through President Carter's

time and put them all together, they
are double. And to continue to vote for
things that add to that deficit is
unwise.

Radio Marti is just another one of
those examples. We could expand the
Voice of America, if we are really seri-
ous about this. It has had a credible
life. At least until of late it has been
seen as an aboveboard, nonpartisan,
factual news-reporting organization.
But instead, we want to go to Radio
Marti, which almost begs the Cubans
to come out with something like Radio
Lincoln to blast back at us. Because of
the controversy it has created, it will
be labeled as purely a propaganda
tool. That will hurt its own credibility
in Cuba, a country that already listens
to American radio stations, which are,
after all, only about 90 miles away, in
the same way those of us who are
from rural areas are used to listening
to the radio stations of other areas.

The Senator from Connecticut made
a very good statement—that we ought
to expose them to our own views. We
could do that. Spending more time
talking to them does not mean we
agree with them. We must tell them
where we disagree. We must make it
very clear, very open to the people of
Cuba that we do disagree with their
government, but we should not do it in
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this way, in a way that almost walks
into the arms of the Castro govern-
ment. It gives them a propaganda tool
of their own. They will be able not
only to block Radio Marti if they
want, but in those times when the
signal is able to get through they
could label it for what it is, an extraor-
dinarily expensive propaganda tool
that will not be effective.

The other problem about it, of
course, is that not only will they not
be hearing Radio Marti, but people in
the United States who happen to have
a local radio station on the same fre-
quency being used by Radio Marti will
probably hear nothing when they turn
on their radio station except static or
extraneous noises, because Fidel
Castro will have absolutely no com-
punction whatsoever about setting up
jamming stations. They will jam not
only the frequency used by Radio
Marti but just about every other radio
station in the United States using the
same frequency.

So we are talking about $5 million to
assist broadcasters in making technical
adjustments to cover that kind of jam-
ming operation. And that is only the
tip of the iceberg. There is an awful
lot more to it. The waiver does not
consider the cost of operating Radio
Marti. The administration requested
$9,697,000 for fiscal year 1984 alone,
and that is more than twice the cost of
simply expanding the Voice of Amer-
ica program, something with some
credibility.

The State Department recently de-
classified a document which said that
in their judgment, if the decision is
made to establish this radio system:

We believe Cuba will retaliate by increas-
ing its current level of interference with
U.S. AM broadcasting operations. Potential-
ly, about 20 percent or 1,200 U.S stations
could be adversely affected. The economic
loss generated by Cuban retaliation affect-
ing 1,200 stations could itself run several
hundred million dollars a year.

And who is going to pay for the sev-
eral hundred million dollars a year in
losses to our commercially owned
radio stations, to our own free enter-
prise system? It is not going to be
Fidel Castro. It is going to be, once
again, the U.S. taxpayers. It will be
the owners of those stations. It will be
the people that they work for. It will
ultimately be the taxpayers of the
United States. And out of it we get
nothing.

We have many boondoggles that
come to the floor of the Senate. We
have those who seem to work overtime
to figure out useless ways to spend the
taxpayers’ money, but whoever
dreamed up this idea ought to be given
some compensatory time off. I cannot
think of anything that would not only
guarantee that we will spend far more
money than we say we are going to but
can guarantee that we will waste the
money at the same time. It is not
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always that we get that perfect combi-
nation in our spending fever. Many
times we spend the money but waste
it. Other times we end up spending
twice what we said we would. This
time we do both. To that extent, this
is the one respect in which Radio
Marti is perfect. Other than that, it
fails.

I notice my good friend from Nebras-
ka is in the Chamber. Unless some-
body on the other side is looking for
time, I yield to my friend from Nebras-
ka.
Mr. ZORINSKY. I thank the Sena-
tor from Vermont. I appreciate his
yielding the floor to me.

Mr. President, I oppose the proposed
waiver of the Budget Act for Radio
Marti.

The waiver applies to $5 million au-
thorized in the bill to assist broadcast-
ers in making technical adjustments to
overcome the Cuban interference ex-
pected as retaliation for Radio Marti.
This $5 million, however, is the mere
tip of the iceberg of the cost asso-
ciated with this particular piece of leg-
islation. The failure of tne waiver res-
olution to include the total costs is de-
ceptive in extreme.

The proposed waiver does not con-
sider the costs of operating Radio
Marti itself, for which the administra-
tion has requested $9,697,000 for fiscal
year 1984. The outyear costs will be
only slightly less.

I should point out that the
$9,697,000 for Radio Marti is more
than twice the cost of the alternative
route for broadcasting to Cuba—and
is, the expanded Voice of America pro-
gramming.

I know the age-old argument, that
that is not VOA’s mission, that type of
program. I have talked to a lot of
people back home over several recess-
es, especially a few months ago, when
VOA first reared its head on the floor
of the Senate, and they said, “Well,
don’'t we own Voice of America?"”

I said, “Who owns Voice of Amer-
ica?”

They said, “The United States Gov-
ernment."”

I said, “Yes.”

They said, “Well, then, what are all
these arguments that VOC can't
broadcast that type of programming
to Cuba?”

The last time I looked at my salary
check, it bore the same words as the
salary checks of the opponents to this
bill. The words “United States Gov-
ernment, Department of the Treas-
ury,” are on their checks as well as on
my check.

The missions can be changed by the
Senate, by Congress, for one valid
reason, and that is to save the money
of some poor taxpayers who are
having one terrible time in meeting
their tax obligation to this Govern-
ment, only because this Government
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has forgotten how not to stop spend-
ing money foolishly.

We are looking at a $180 billion to
$200 billion deficit in the 1984 budget.
We have been spending, for many
years, money we do not have. So what
is a few more dollars to spend? Then
we can turn around and say we need a
separate radio station because that is
not the primary mission of VOA, for
which we already spent the money of
these poor taxpayers. So let us rein-
vent the wheel, let us reinvent the
radio station, let us spend more and
more money, let us hire more people,
and let us pay more Government pen-
sions when those people in Radio
Marti retire, and let us have the tay-
payers pay us more money.

I think the taxpayers are sick and
tired of our inventing more ways for
them to get rid of their money. I think
what the people of America want
today is reduced Federal spending, and
we can accomplish this mission. If we
ever get to that point, I have an
amendment which proposes to do just
that.

As my colleagues on the Foreign Re-
lations Committee are fully aware, the
amendment I proposed failed by one
vote in committee. We lost that
amendment by a vote of 9 to 8, which I
think is just as close as you can lose
that type of amendment in committee.

I believe that amendment may have
a great deal of merit. When it comes
time for that amendment, if the time
does arrive on the floor of the Senate
for me to offer that amendment, I will
go into a great deal of depth with re-
spect to that amendment, to fully ex-
plain to my colleagues how you can
get the same results by spending half
the money. I am sure you would get a
God bless you from the taxpayers of
this country for taking the opportuni-
ty to relieve them of a double tax
burden.

The proposed waiver we are consid-
ering does not consider the cost of op-
erating Radio Marti itself. I want to
reemphasize that. The Cuban retalia-
tion to Radio Marti is certain to do a
gerat deal of damage to the U.S. AM
broadcasters.

The National Association of Broad-
casters has done a study of the effects
of potential Cuban interference on
just 17 stations and found that the
lost advertising revenue alone could
range from $50,000 per year for one
station to $10 million per year for an-
other station, depending on the densi-
ty of the listener market.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a question?

Mr. ZORINSKY. I am happy to
yield.

Mr. LEAHY. The figures that the
Senator from Nebraska has just
cited—that is above and beyond the
amount he has already said the tax-
payers would be saddled with on the
operation, costs, salaries, maintenance,
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and everything else on Radio Marti, is
it not?

Mr. ZORINSKY. Most certainly.
This is the additional exposure and li-
ability in the event there is retaliation
with respect to Radio Marti.

Mr. LEAHY. And these are private
owners whose livelihood, in effect, is
being taken from them by actions over
which they have no control. Is that
correct?

Mr. ZORINSKY. This is due to the
intervention of the good old U.S. Gov-
ernment, once again interfering in a
marketplace where people who are in
the broadcasting business have saved
all their lives, amortized transmission
equipment, hired people, paid them
salaries, created American taxpayers
to pay taxes to this Government. They
have gone out, in fact, and signed
long-term contracts for advertising
and for broadcasting baseball games,
football games, hockey games, any
other type of sports and athletic
events, and numerous other things
that the broadcasting industry does.

All of a sudden, the Federal Govern-
ment steps in and says, “Well, it’s time
for us to get the truth into Cuba, and
we're going to expose you, as a taxpay-
er and businessman, to going out of
business; and you will have to refund
your advertising if it is not heard by
the subscribers and the listeners of
this station.”

Mr. LEAHY. I thank the Senator.

Mr. ZORINSKY. A recently declassi-
fied State Department document re-
veals the Department’s judgment that:

If the decision is made to establish a
Radio Free Cuba (RFC), we believe Cuba
will retaliate by increasing its current level
of interference with U.S. AM broadcasting
operations. Potentially about 20 percent, or
1200, U.S. stations could be adversely affect-
ed.

This is a judgment that was declassi-
fied by the U.S. State Department.

The economic loss generated by
Cuban retaliation affecting 1,200 sta-
tions could run several hundred mil-
lion dollars a year. In the end these
costs almost surely will be borne by
the taxpayers. Indeed it would be
grossly unfair to ask private business-
men to absorb the costs of this foreign
policy exercise.

Mr. President, the total costs of
Radio Marti will run into the hun-
dreds of millions of dollars. We should
consider carefully whether we want to
vote for this extravagance, especially
at a time of record budget deficits and
continued high unemployment. We
should also consider whether we want
to buy this gold-plated radio station
when there is, in the VOA option, a
much less costly means to accomplish
the same objective.

It is outrageous, however, that the
budget waiver does not consider the
full compensation expenses likely to
be borne by the taxpayer, or even the
cost of setting up and operating the
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station. I urge this budget waiver be
defeated so that the Foreign Relations
and Budget Committees have the op-
portunity to study the issue and come
forward with a waiver that accurately
reflects the real costs of Radio Marti.

I do not think anyone on the opposi-
tion side to Radio Marti wants in any
way to impair the truth from being
heard in Cuba. I think we would like
to have the truth heard throughout
the world because that is what our so-
ciety is all about.

I might point out with respect to the
comments made by my colleague from
Connecticut, Senator WEICKER, when
he indicated that he had visited Cuba
and heard on his transistor radio both
in Spanish and in English the trans-
missions of numerous radio stations
emanating from the U.S. geographical
boundaries the fact that during the
testimony of Radio Marti in the For-
eign Relations Committee it was
brought out that the mission of Radio
Marti will be to expose to the Cuban
people the true events taking place in
Cuba. In deference to that my col-
league from Illinois, the chairman of
our Foreign Relations Committee,
pointed out that the mission of VOA is
different in that it transmits the hap-
penings in the United States of Amer-
ica.

I simply wish to point out that in
testimony in committee it was stated
that the mission of Radio Marti would
be to transmit such news, for instance,
as the fact that Cuban soldiers are in-
volved in Angola, which they intimat-
ed was being kept back from the
Cuban people, and that there were
Cuban soldiers being killed in Angola,
and it was intimated in committee
hearings that the Cuban people were
not aware of this; therefore, we
needed Radio Marti to tell them about
that.

One of the places I quickly heard
about involvement of Cuban troops in
Angola was on the news on an Ameri-
can radio station, in addition, of
course, to reading the printed news
media and, as was stated in testimony
in the committee, the fact that a
member of the National Association of
Broadcasters did the same thing
LoweLL WEICKER did, went down, vis-
ited Cuba, in fact I entered that as tes-
timony into the record in the Foreign
Relations Committee, giving even the
station call numbers and what cities
they were from, so that whole log is in
the record if any of my colleagues
would take the time to look at it. They
were hearing the normal, regular
news, including the fact that Cuban
troops were in Angola fighting and
dying. The same thing for free for the
American taxpayer was done by a pri-
vate station as what we are attempting
to reinvest by re-creating Radio Marti.
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Mr. President, I yield the floor to
the distinguished Senator from Ver-
mont.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I yield
the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, if our in-
tention is to move forward to a vote on
the budget waiver, we could continue
to fill up' the time, but I just would be
prepared to yield back the remainder
of our time if the opposition would be
willing to yield back the remainder of
their time and just go to a vote.

Mr. ZORINSKY. Mr. President, how
much time do we have remaining on
our side?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Vermont has 3 minutes
and 3 seconds remaining.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, if I
might hold just for a moment on that,
I shall quote from the writings of Jose
Marti:

“ .. Even in the United States today
there may be a prevalence of this most
human and virile (although always egotisti-
cal and victorious) element of the rebellious
colonist, . .. which consumed the native
race, fomented and lived off the slavery of
another race and reduced or robbed the
neighboring countries—has been sharpened
rather than softened by the continuous
grafting of the European hordes, a tyranni-
cal breeding of political and religious des-
potism whose only common quality is the
appetite amassed by exercising over the rest
the authority that was exercised over them-
selves. They believe in need, in the law of
the jungle, as the the only law: “This will be
ours because we need it.” They believe in
the invincible superiority of ‘the Anglo-
Saxon race over the Latin.' They believe in
the inferiority of the Negroes, whom they
enslaved yesterday and are criticizing today,
and of the Indians, whom they are extermi-
nating. They believe that the Spanish
American peoples consist mainly of Indians
and Negroes.”

“The tyranny of the political sphere”.

The Americans’ “narrow, egotistical con-
cept of life”.

“The North (USA) had been dreaming
about these dominions from the cradle, with
Webster’s ‘great light of the North’, with
Sewall's statement on everyone's lips, ‘the
entire continent is yours, without limits';
and with Douglas’ ‘trade alliance’. And
when a thoroughly rapacious nation reared
in the hope and certainty of possessing a
continent reaches this state of mind spurred
on by its jealousy of Europe, by universal
ambition, by a need for the false production
it believes must by maintained (and even in-
creased) in order to keep its influence and
high standard of living—then it is urgent to
put as many restraints on it as can be con-
cocted. . . ."”

“The North has been grasping and unfair,

. « Obdurate and full of hate”.

“Brutal and turbulent North".

“I have lived in the monster and I know
its entrails”.

Mr. President, I state also that if we
reach a point where we are voting on
Radio Marti, at that time I will seek
adoption of an amendment which
Says:
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Nothing in the act will be construed as an
endorsement by the United States Govern-
ment or the American people of the anti-
American statements, writings, or philoso-
phies of Jose Marti.

I found his reference to us as a racist
nation to be extremely objectionable
and I do not wish to have those state-
ments made without challenge.

Mr. WEICKER and Mr. PERCY ad-
dressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Connecticut is recog-
nized.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, if the
Senator will yield for a moment, I did
indicate before that I was prepared to
yield back the remainder of my time,
but the Senator from Florida (Mr.
CHiLEs) has indicated a desire to
speak. Before the distinguished Sena-
tor from Connecticut makes his
motion would he permit the Senator
from Florida to be heard?

Mr. WEICKER. Mr.
parliamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator will state it.

Mr. WEICKER. Mr. President, what
is the situation timewise?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Illinois has 14 minutes
and the Senator from Vermont has 2
minutes and 35 seconds remaining.

Mr. WEICKER. I have no objection.

Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, I say to
my distinguished chairman of the For-
eign Relations Committee if we are
about ready to go to a vote on this I do
not mind. I know there will be other
opportunities for me to speak in this
area.

Mr. PERCY. I am afraid there will
be.

Mr. CHILES. I do not need to pro-
long this vote, I do not think.

I would just say that this is on the
budget waiver. I think this is perhaps
not the place to fully debate the
merits of this bill, although we have
already sort of embarked into that.
But I think there is every reason why
the budget waiver should be adopted
in this instance and that we should go
forward and debate this bill on its
merits.

Mrs.
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I think
if the Senator from Connecticut
wishes to make his motion he may do
S0 NOw.

Mr. WEICKER. Mr. President, I
move to recommit the pending resolu-
tion to the Committee on Foreign Re-
lations and I ask for the yeas and
nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is
there a sufficient second? There is a
sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

President, a

HAWKINS addressed the
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the Budget Act there are 20 minutes
of debate on the motion.

Who yields time?

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I shall
be very brief. The motion to recommit
the bill is absolutely unnecessary. I
think it is the duty of Senators to face
an issue up or down. This matter has
been debated fully. As I have indicated
previously we have had 3 days of hear-
ings.

Every amendment that could be of-
fered has been offered. Some have
been accepted, some have been reject-
ed, some accepted by substantial mar-
gins, some rejected by narrow margins
such as the amendment offered by our
distinguished colleague and member of
the committee, the Senator from Ne-
braska. But we have had votes up or
down. The bill still has been sent to
the floor and it is now up to the
Senate to make a decision yes or no.
Do we go ahead with this program or
not? The Foreign Relations Commit-
tee has done its work. It does not
intend to hold any further hearings.
There is nothing to be said that has
not been already said and if there is
something new to be said, it can be
said here on the floor. The majority
leader has now made available time
for the Senate to do that.

I might say that he has done so be-
cause of the urgency he feels in this
matter. But we have many other
things to be done in the Senate. We
have the State Department authoriza-
tion bill, we have our whole military
security assistance program, our for-
eign aid bill. That authorization must
be acted on in order for the authoriza-
tion process to work, and we certainly
need to proceed to the work of the
Senate, so that I would hope we would
get to this measure, vote it up or down
one way or the other. Let the die be
cast. But to take the time of the
Senate now to vote on a motion to re-
commit the bill to the committee
when the committee does not want it
back, when the committee has spent
its time, its energy, its effort, has come
to its decison and has made its recom-
mendation to the Senate.

Now it is time for the Senate to op-
erate. That is the way the committee
process works. We are subverting that
process with what I consider to be an
unnecessary vote, and I shall certainly
vote against recommittal, and I urge
my colleagues if you believe in the
committee system and you want to see
the work of the Senate proceed that
we vote against this motion to recom-
mit the bill.

Mr. WEICKER. Mr. President, if I
might, I yield myself such time as I
may use.

To my distinguished friend from Illi-
nois I will tell you why this motion
was made. I do not believe in frivolous
type amendments here on the floor. I
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suggested this might be recommitted
to his committee for the following
reason: I note in the report of the For-
eign Relations Committee on page
12—and you might want to avail your-
self of a copy of your report on page
12—I wonder if I might get the atten-
tion of the chairman of the Foreign
Relations Committee.

Mr. PERCY. The chairman is listen-
ing intently.

Mr. WEICKER. Page 12, the esti-
mated costs to the Federal Govern-
ment, you have in there fiscal year
1984, $5 million. In the bill which you
have here before the Senate, ‘“This act
shall enter into effect on October 1,
1984," that would mean in other
words, we are talking about fiscal year
1985. I was wondering, in other words,
are we talking about an expenditure of
funds in fiscal 1984 as called for by the
report or an expenditure of $5 million
in fiscal year 1985 as is in the legisla-
tion before the Senate? That is obvi-
ously a very serious discrepancy.

Mr. PERCY. Yes. It depends obvi-
ously on when the radio broadcast ac-
tually gets under way. It depends also
on actions possibly taken by Cuba
which may or may not be taken. We
just simply do not know. Then it de-
pends upon an analysis which is to be
made by broadcasters as to what
equipment they need to protect them-
selves against the interference signals
being sent by Cuba. The figure $5 mil-
lion was provided as the best estimate
and reasonable judgment that could
be derived by the distinguished Sena-
tor from Florida, concurred in by the
committee by majority vote, the $5
million was an adequate sum to pro-
vide in the fiscal year beginning Octo-
ber 1, 1983.

Mr. WEICKER. But to my good
friend from Illinois the report is sup-
posed to jibe with the bill before the
Senate maybe some staff errors oc-
curred. Would the distinguished Sena-
tor from Illinois care to amend his leg-
islation in order to have it properly set
forth as to what we are talking about,
fiscal year 1984 or fiscal year 1985?

Mr. PERCY. I would only repeat
what I did indicate in my previous
statements that I intend to offer an
amendment to provide authorizing leg-
islation for Radio Marti beginning in
1983.

Mr. WEICKER. So, in other words
the Senate is discussing fiscal year
1984.

Mr. PERCY. For the operation of
Radio Marti, that is correct.

Mr. WEICKER. Yet the bill calls for
fiscal year 1985, so there is a mistake
and that is why I am trying to be of
assistance to my good friend from Illi-
nois suggesting this bill be recommit-
ted, obviously drawn up in haste for
whatever reason, to accommodate the
administration, to accommodate mem-
bers of the committee, but obviously
drawn up in haste and in error, and
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this will afford the committee an op-
portunity to square out the report
with the bill before the Senate.

Mr. ZORINSKY. Will my colleague
yield?

Mr. WEICKER. I yield to the distin-
guished Senator from Nebraska.

Mr. ZORINSKY. I agree, not so
much with drawn up in haste but I
think there is a lot of sloppy work
done here inasmuch as the chairman—
I would like to ask the chairman of
our Foreign Relations Committee why
was not also put in here the cost of op-
eration of Radio Marti. You have the
cost of the exposure in the event there
is a jamming of the stations, but why
was not the cost of operation put in
here as in all well-prepared budget
presentations?

Mr. PERCY. That provision can be
taken care of and an amendment will
be offered.

Mr. ZORINSKY. Well, everything
can be taken care of after the—the
point I make is this was either hastily
drawn up or sloppily drawn up to the
extent that is was not included and
now can be taken care of which raises
the question in my mind of how many
other items will we have to rectify be-
cause the proper work was not done
initially, so I think the recommittal
effort is one that makes sense not only
from the point of proper legislation
but one in refinement that I think is
very necessary because I am sure my
colleagues in the Foreign Relations
Committee did not intend for this type
of sloppy work to appear on the
Senate floor.

Mrs. HAWKINS
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. PERCY. I yield such time as the
Senator may require.

Mrs. HAWKINS. I feel the conversa-
tion before us is rather frivolous and
dilatory and I move the Senator from
Connecticut’s motion be tabled and I
ask for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A
motion to table is not in order while
time remains on the motion to recom-
mit.

Mr. LEAHY. Parliamentary inquiry.
Did I understand the chairman to say
that the motion to table is not in order
at this point?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
motion to table is premature as time
remains.

Mr. LEAHY. Would also the call for
the yeas and nays be premature at this
time?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator is correct.

Mr. LEAHY. I thank the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. ZORINSKY. Will the Senator
from Vermont yield me 30 seconds?

Mr. LEAHY. Yes.

Mr. WEICKER. I yield 1 minute.

addressed the
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Mr ZORINSKY. I would like to
point out in all good faith there is no
intent on my part to add any dilatory
tactics at this point inasmuch as there
is a time limit and we can consume, am
I correct in asking the Chair, we do
have 20 minutes to debate this sub-
ject?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There
are 20 minutes to the opposition.

Mr. ZORINSKY. So therefore it is
not an open-ended debate and for us
to be accused of open-ended dilatory
tactics I think is not in keeping either
with our intent at the present time
under the rules of the Senate.

Mr. CHILES. Will the Senator yield?

Mr. ZORINSKY. Yes.

Mr. CHILES. I think dilatory was
not the 20 minutes but I think dilatory
was sending this bill back to the com-
mittee is where the dilatory was. I do
not think it was the 20 minutes’
debate. I think the Senator, both Sen-
ators, from Florida would be very
happy to give 20 minutes of debate,
make that 2 hours or make it 20 hours.
I think our concern is whether or not
we should have just a delay by sending
this bill back to committee.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 1
minute has expired.

Mr. CHILES. As an attempt to keep
the majority from working its will on
the floor of the Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. WEICKER. I might add in ex-
planation what is transpiring on the
floor. So far the only dilatory tactic
has been a motion made by the Sena-
tor from Florida that was clearly out
of order to start with, so that we con-
sumed all this time on something that
should never have come to pass in the
first instance.

Mr. CHILES. Well, the Senator from
Connecticut would have to agree I
think there has been no motion made.

Mr. WEICKER. Right.

I yield to my colleague from Nebras-
ka.

Mr. ZORINSKY. I would just like to
reply there has been quite obviously
an omission in what has been present-
ed to the Senate floor and I think that
is why it makes good sense for recom-
mittal to have the Foreign Relations
Committee rectify what it has ommit-
ted. There is no reason at all why the
cost of this bill should not be in this
budget, no reason at all. We discussed
it for months and months, and it is
either sloppy work or bad work or
something that has not been present-
ed to the U.S. Senate, and I think we
are entitled to have something on the
floor to debate or pass or turn down
and, as you say, let the Senate work its
will, but in its entirety instead of
having to patchwork it here on the
Senate floor.

Mr. WEICKER addressed the Chair.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Connecticut.

Mr. WEICKER. How much time do I
have re ?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator has 1 minute remaining.

Mr. WEICKER. Mr President, the
Senator from Connecticut is not im-
plying any omission of commonsense
on the part of the Foreign Relations
Committee. He is not implying any
omission of fact or any omission of
logic or any omission of sensible for-
eign policy. I am not implying any of
these things.

The Senator from Connecticut is
being very specific when he says there
is an error between the report and the
bill. The Senator from Nebraska is
being very specific when he says there
are certain costs that are not enumer-
ated in the report. That is what we are
talking about.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I am
voting in favor of the motion to waive
the Budget Act so that we will be able
to consider the legislation to establish
Radio Marti. I believe that the debate
on this legislation should begin, and in
order to be in a position to do that the
Senate must waive the Budget Act.

I begin with the inclination to vote
against this legislation. But I believe
that both sides have the right to
present their best case, and that we
should have the benefit of hearing
both sides.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. CHILES. How much time re-
mains, Mr. President?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Illinois has 6 minutes
and the Senator from Connecticut has
30 seconds remaining.

Who yields time?

Mr. WEICKER. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator has insufficient time to sug-
gest the absence of a quorum, unless
he asks unanimous consent to do so.

Mr. WEICKER. If no other Senator
desires to speak, I have nothing fur-
ther to say. I am really trying to pro-
tect the Senator from Illinois.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, if the
other side has used up all of its time, I
am prepared to yield back my time so
we can go right to a vote.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does
the Senator yield back his time?

Mr. PERCY. Has the other side used
up all of its time?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All
time has been used up.

Mr. PERCY. I yield back the re-
mainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion
to recommit. The yeas and nays have
been ordered, and the clerk will call
the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.
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Mr. STEVENS. I announce that the
Senator from New Mexico (Mr. Do-
MENICI), is necessarily absent.

Mr. BYRD. I announce that the
Senator from California (Mr. CRrAN-
sToN), the Senator from Ohio (Mr.
GLENN), the Senator from Colorado
(Mr. HarT), the Senator from South
Carolina (Mr. HoLLINGS), and the Sen-
ator from New York (Mr. MOYNIHAN),
are necessarily absent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are
there any other Senators in the Cham-
ber wishing to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 33,
nays 61, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 235 Leg.]
YEAS—33

Durenberger
Eagleton Pell

Exon Proxmire
Ford Pryor
Grassley Randolph
Inouye Riegle
Jepsen Basser
Lautenberg Stafford
Leahy Tsongas
Mathias Weicker
Melcher Zorinsky

NAYS—61

Hecht
Heflin

Andrews
Baucus
Biden
Bingaman
Boren
Bumpers
Burdick
Byrd
Cochran
Danforth
Dixon

Mitchell

Abdnor
Armstrong
Baker Heinz
Bentsen Helms
Fite Huddl
Bradley Humphrey
Chafee Jackson
Chiles Johnston
Cohen Kassebaum
D’'Amato Kasten
DeConcini Kennedy
Denton Laxalt
Dodd Levin
Dole Long
East Lugar
Garn Matsunaga
Goldwater Mattingly
Gorton McClure
Hatch Metzenbaum
Hatfield Murkowski
Hawkins Nickles

NOT VOTING—6
Cranston Glenn Hollings
Domenici Hart Moynihan
So the motion to recommit Senate
Resolution 160 was rejected.
Mr. ZORINSKY addressed

Nunn
Packwood
Percy
Pressler
Quayle
Roth
Rudman
Sarbanes
Simpson
Specter
Stennis
Stevens
Symms
Thurmond
Tower
Trible
Wallop
Warner
Wilson

the

hair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Nebraska is recognized.

Mr. ZORINSKY. I yield to the Sena-
tor from Connecticut.

Mr. WEICKER. Mr. President, I
move to recommit the pending resolu-
tion to the Budget Committee with in-
structions to consider the full budget-
ary impact of the committee amend-
ment, and I ask for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is
there a sufficient second? There is a
sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. ZORINSKY. Mr. President, I
yield 2 minutes to the Senator from
Connecticut.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Connecticut, having
made the motion, controls the time.
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Mr. WEICKER. Mr. President, I am
sorry; I cannot hear the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There
will be order in the Senate.

The Senator from Connecticut as a
proponent of the motion controls the
time, which is 10 minutes.

Mr. WEICKER. Mr. President, I
yield to myself 3 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Connecticut is recog-
nized.

Mr. WEICKER. Mr. President, I
wonder if we might have order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senate will be in order.

Mr. WEICKER. Mr. President, I be-
lieve section 6 of S. 602 is in violation
of the Budget Act, section 303(a)(4).
This section of the Budget Act states
that the “First Concurrent Resolution
on the Budget must be adopted before
legislation providing new budget au-
thority, new spending authority or
changes in revenues or public debt
limit is considered.” Section 303(a)(4)
reads:

It shall not be in order in either the
House of Representatives or the Senate to
consider any bill or resolution (or amend-
ment thereto) which provides (4) new
spending authority described in section
401(c)(2Xc) to become effective during a
fiscal year; until the First Concurrent Reso-
lution on the Budget for such year has been
agreed to pursuant to section 301.

Mr. President, I do not think the
Senate is in order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senate will be in order. Senators will
take their seats.

Mr. WEICKER. I repeat, Mr. Presi-
dent, I do not think the Senate is in
order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senate will be in order.

The Senator from Connecticut is
recognized.

Mr. WEICKER. I thank the Chair.

In essence, section 401(c)(2)Xc) de-
scribes an entitlement. I asked the
American Law Division of the Con-
gressional Research Service to analyze
section 6 of S. 602 to verify my suspi-
cions that this does, indeed, create a
new entitlement.

This is an entitlement. Therefore, it
is a violation of section 303(a)4) be-
cause section 6(f) states, ‘“this section
shall enter into effect on October 1,
1984.” This, of course, is fiscal year
1985, and we obviously have not
agreed to the first concurrent resolu-
tion for fiscal year 1985.

Let me read the section, if I might,
Mr. President, which we are discuss-
ing.

“(b) Accordingly, the Board for Interna-
tional Broadecasting shall make payments to
the United States radio broadcasting station
licensees upon their application for ex-
penses which they have incurred or will
incur in mitigating, pursuant to special tem-
porary authority from the Federal Commu-
nications Commission, the effects of activi-
ties by the Government of Cuba which di-
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rectly interfere with the transmission or re-
ception of broadeasts by these licensees.
Such expenses shall be limited to the costs
of equipment (replaced less depreciation)
and associated technical and engineering
costs.

Mr. President, that in effect creates
an entitlement, so let us understand
that for all the talk as to how careful-
ly prepared this was by the Foreign
Relations Committee, we pointed out
prior to the last vote that the report
refers to fiscal year 1984, while the bill
has in it language which authorizes
the moneys in fiscal year 1985. By the
same token, there was no estimate of
the costs involved in the operation as
was pointed out by the Senator from
Nebraska (Mr. ZORINSKY).

Again, I have to repeat that in this
particular instance obviously the sub-
stance of the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee report is not involved. It is the
motion to recommit to the Budget
Committee. But this is far more seri-
ous in terms of it creating an entitle-
ment. This is something that is within
the province of the Budget Commit-
tee’s work, and I suggest has not prop-
erly been taken into account in the
course of the preparation of the report
or the bill itself.

Mr. President, I believe I yielded
myself 3 minutes. Is that 3 minutes
up?
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator has used 3 minutes.

Mr. WEICKER. Does the Senator
from Iowa care for time at this junc-
ture?

t1‘\311-. GRASSLEY. In about 5 min-
utes.

Mr. WEICKER. Mr. President, I am
greatly disturbed that this body is ap-
parently quite prepared to take so
lightly the creation of a new entitle-
ment. I do not know, short of using
the word “entitlement,” that section
6(b) could be more clear or definite in
creating an entitlement. Subsection
(b) states:

Accordingly, the Board for International
Broadcasting shall make payments to the
United States radio broadcasting station li-
censees upon their application for expenses
which they have incurred or will incur in
mitigating, pursuant to special temporary
authority from the Federal Communica-
tions Commission, the effects of activities
by the Government of Cuba which directly
interfere with the transmission or reception
of broadcasts by these licensees. Such ex-
penses shall be limited to the costs of equip-
ment (replaced less depreciation) and associ-
ated technical and engineering costs.

This says “shall make payments.” It
does not say “may make payments.” It
says “shall.”

In no way do subsections (¢) and (b)
take away from the strength of this
entitlement. Subsection (c) merely
points out that “the Board for Inter-
national Broadcasting shall issue regu-
lations and establish procedures for
carrying out this section * * *.” This
does not suggest that the Board has
any discretion whether or not to make
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payments, only that it shall decide
how to carry out this mandate. Sub-
section (d) only sets out how much
shall be available to carry out this ob-
ligation of the United States during
fiscal year 1985. It does not in any way
erode the force of subsection (b) which
establishes an entitlement for broad-
casters harmed by interference.

Therefore, I urge my colleague to
send this resolution back to the
Budget Committee so that they can
reconsider this apparent violation of
the Budget Act.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mrs. HAWKINS. 1 yield to the Sena-
tor from Idaho.

Mr. SYMMS. Mr. President, the
Senate has just spoken on this issue.
We voted on a very similar motion just
preceding this, and the vote was more
than 2 to 1. In order to expedite
things—it is obvious that we are in a
delaying procedure, which is fine; my
colleagues certainly are entitled to use
the rules of the Senate—I will suggest
that we vote on this issue immediately
and get on with the procedural matter
so we can get this very important
matter before the Senate. Then we
can actually have a full-scale debate
on the issue. Unless the distinguished
Senator from Florida wishes to say
anything, my recommendation would
be we bring this to a vote.

Mrs. HAWKINS. How much time re-
mains, Mr. President?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Florida has 9 minutes
remaining. The Senator from Con-
necticut has 5 minutes remaining.

Mr. SYMMS. I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

If neither side yields time, time will
run equally against both sides.

Mr. WEICKER. 1 yield myself 1
minute.

Mr. President, I want to point out to
my colleagues that at any time during
the course of this debate the propo-
nents of this measure want to carry
out this activity through the means of
the Voice of America, I am sure that
those of us who stand in opposition at
this time could accommodate them.
There is absolutely no necessity to set
up a new entity, at enormous cost to
the taxpayers, when we have that ve-
hicle in the Voice of America.

Indeed, the House committee the
other day insisted that the activities to
be carried out will be carried out
either through shortwave or the Voice
of America. So it is not that there is
not an alternative. There is, through
an established medium.

The fact is that this narrow piece of
legislation, which is rather broad in its
expense, obviously has certain politi-
cal ramifications. I do not think the
people of the State of Connecticut or
the other States of the Union should
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pay for the political aspirations of na-
tional and local candidates.

There is no necessity to create an-
other vehicle to accomplish the ends
desired by the majority of the Foreign
Relations Committee.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator’s 1 minute has expired.

Mr. WEICKER. 1 yield myself 30
seconds.

So I repeat to my colleagues: At such
time as anyone wants to arrive at an
accommodation to achieve a particular
purpose, to have it achieved through
the Voice of America, speaking for this
Senator, at least, I will be glad to ac-
commodate that point of view.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Connecticut yield?

Mr. WEICKER. Mr, President, how
much time do I have remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator has 3 minutes remaining.

Mr., WEICKER. I yield 2 minutes to
the distinguished Senator from Iowa.

Mr. GRASSLEY. I am not going to
use my time. Mr. President.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mrs. HAWKINS. Mr. President, I
feel that any further statements

made, even in answer to many of the
arguments that have been made by
the opposition which have been left
unanswered, unnecessarily delay the
Senate at this time.

I yield back my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.

ABpNoOR). The Senator from Connecti-
cut has 2 minutes remaining.

Mr. WEICKER. Mr. President, in re-
sponse to the comments made by the
distinguished Senator from Idaho (Mr.
Symms), this is in no wise the same
subject discussed with respect to the
last vote. The Senator from Idaho was
not on the floor at the time of the
debate and specifically referred to the
fact that the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee had made an error—that is, in
the report they stated the cost to be
$5 million, which was to paid over in
fiscal year 1984; whereas, in the bill
before the Senator from Idaho, it says
that the money should be paid in 1985.
There is a difference between 1984 and
1985.

By the same token, as the Senator
from Nebraska pointed out, there is a
total omission of operating costs that
were contained in the report. That is
why we recommended that it be sent
to the Foreign Relations Committee, a
recommittal.

Now we are talking about a new enti-
tlement, and it is an entitlement in
here. It is clearly in the purview of the
Budget Committee.

Mr. SYMMS. Mr. President, I make
the point that the debate on this is
going to take place when we finally
get the measure before the full




21336

Senate. There was a 2-to-1 vote on the
last vote, and we think we have the
votes to either table this motion or
vote it down. What we are seeing now
is a delaying tactic, and that is fine, if
that is what the Senator wishes to do.
Once we get it before the Senate, we
will debate it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All
time has expired.

The question is on agreeing to the
motion to recommit the resolution.

Mr. SYMMS. Mr. President, I move
to lay that motion on the table.

The question is on agreeing to the
motion to table.

Mr. WEICKER. Mr. President, I ask
for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is
there a sufficient second? There is a
sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion
to table the motion to recommit. On
this guestion the yeas and nays have
been ordered, and the clerk will call
the roll.

The bill clerk called the roll.

Mr. STEVENS. I announce that the
Senator from Mexico (Mr. DOMENICI)
is necessarily absent.

Mr. BYRD. I announce that the
Senator from California (Mr. CRAN-
STON), the Senator from Ohio (Mr.
GLENN), the Senator from Colorado
(Mr. Hart), and the Senator from
South Carolina (Mr. HoLLINGS), are
necessarily absent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are
there any Senators in the Chamber
desiring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 62,
nays 33, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 236 Leg.]

YEAS—62

Hawkins
Hecht
Heflin
Heinz
Helms
Huddleston
Humphrey
Jackson
Johnston
Kassebaum
Kasten
Kennedy
Lautenberg
Laxalt
Levin
Lugar
Matsunaga
Mattingly
McClure
Metzenbaum
Murkowski

NAYS-—-33

Eagleton
Exon
Ford
Grassley
Inouye
Jepsen
Leahy
Long
Mathias
Melcher
Mitchell

Abdnor
Armstrong
Baker
Bentsen
Biden
Boschwitz
Bradley
Chafee
Chiles
Cohen
D’'Amato
DeConcini
Denton
Dodd
Dole

East

Nickles
Nunn
Packwood
Percy
Pressler
Quayle
Roth
Rudman
Sarbanes
Simpson
Specter
Stafford
Stevens
Symms
Thurmond
Tower
Trible
Wallop
Warner
Wilson

Garn
Goldwater
Gorton
Hatch
Hatfleld

Andrews
Baucus
Bingaman
Boren
Bumpers
Burdick
Byrd
Cochran
Danforth
Dixon
Durenberger
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NOT VOTING—5
Cranston Glenn Hollings
Domenici Hart

So the motion to lay on the table
was agreed to.

Mrs. HAWKINS. Mr. President, I
move to reconsider the vote by which
the motion to table was agreed to.

Mr. SYMMS. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. WEICKER. I move to recommit
the pending resolution to the Appro-
priations Committee with instructions
to consider the impact of section 12,
and I ask for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is
there a sufficient second? There is a
sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. WEICKER. Mr. President, I am
going to suggest the absence of a
quorum because it is my understand-
ing that the majority leader wishes to
confer on this matter. I would prefer
not to pursue it to its ultimate at this
juncture, and 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. WEICKER. 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.

Mr. WEICKER. Mr. President, have
the yeas and nays been requested on
the budget resolution?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
yeas and nays have not been requested
on the budget resolution.

Mr. WEICKER. Mr. President, I ask
for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is
there a sufficient second? There is a
sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. WEICKER. Mr. President, I sug-
gest 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. WEICKER. 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.

Mr. WEICKER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the yeas and
nays be vitiated on my motion to re-
commit the pending resolution to the
Appropriations Committee.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is
there objection? Without objection, it
is so ordered.

Mr. WEICKER. I am prepared to
yield back the remainder of my time.

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, does the
Senator wish a voice vote on the
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motion or does he wish to withdraw
the motion?

Mr. WEICKER. I am prepared to
withdraw the motion and do so with-
draw it. If unanimous consent is neces-
sary, I request that.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator has the right to withdraw the
motion.

Mr. WEICKER. I so request.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
motion is withdrawn.

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, under
this circumstance, the vote will occur
on the budget waiver as soon as the
time® for debate has expired. If the
parties are willing to yield back the
time, we can get on this right away.

Mr. WEICKER. Mr. President, have
the yeas and nays been ordered on the
budget waiver?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
yeas and nays have been ordered on
the budget waiver.

Mr. ZORINSKY. Mr. President, I
yield back the remainder of our time.

Mrs. HAWKINS. I yield back the re-
mainder of our time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Al
time having been yielded back, the
question is agreeing to the Budget Act
waiver resolution. The yeas and nays
have been ordered and the clerk will
call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. STEVENS. I announce that the
Senator from New Mexico (Mr. Do-
MENICI) is necessarily absent.

Mr. BYRD. I announce that the
Senator from California (Mr. CRAN-
sTON), the Senator from Connecticut
(Mr. Dopp), the Senator from Ohio
(Mr. GLENN), the Senator from Colora-
do (Mr. HarT), and the Senator from
South Carolina (Mr. HoLLINGS), are
necessarily absent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
JEPSEN). Are there any other Senators
in the Chamber wishing to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 64,
nays 30, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 237 Leg.]
YEAS—64

Heflin
Heinz
Helms
Huddleston
Biden Humphrey
Boschwitz Jackson
Bradley Jot on
Chafee Kassebaum
Chiles Kasten
Cohen K d
D’'Amato
DeConcini
Denton
Dole

East

Garn
Goldwater
Gorton
Hatch
Hatfield
Hawkins
Hecht

Abdnor
Armstrong
Baker
Bentsen

Packwood
Percy
Pressler
Quayle
Randolph
Roth

Sarbanes
Simpson

Lautenberg
Laxalt
Levin

Long

Lugar
Matsunaga
Mattingly
McClure
Metzenbaum
Murkowski
Nickles
Nunn

NAYS—30

Baucus

Stafford
Stennis
Stevens
Symms
Thurmond
Tower
Trible
Wallop
Warner
Wilson

Andrews
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Exon

Ford

Grassley

Inouye

Jepsen

Leahy

Mathias

Melcher Weicker
Mitchell Zorinsky

NOT VOTING—6

Domenici Hart
Glenn Hollings

Boren
Bumpers

Cranston
Dodd

So the resolution (S. Res. 160) was
to.

RADIO MARTI

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question recurs on the motion to pro-
ceed to H.R. 2733.

Mr. BAKER addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
majority leader is recognized.

Mr. BAKER. I ask unanimous con-
sent that that measure be temporarily
laid aside, that regular order not bring
it back.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is
there objection?

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object—

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, the re-
quest I made was that we once again
temporarily lay aside the pending
motion, and that no call for regular
order bring it back.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is
there objection? The Chair hears
none, and it is so ordered.

Mr. BAKER. Now, Mr. President, I
move that the Senate proceed to the
consideration of S. 602, the Radio
Marti bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion.

Mr. BAKER addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
msjority leader is recognized.

BAKER. Mr. President, I feel
certain that someone will wish to
debate that, so I would not wish the
Chair to put the question. I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The acting assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. BAKER. 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.

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I see the
distinguished junior Senator from
Iowa on the floor, and I believe he will
seek recognition in just a momemt.

Before I yield the floor, I also see
the minority leader on the floor, and I
rather expect he may have a question
to put at this point. If he wishes, I will
yield at this point.

Mr. BYRD. I first was going to ask
whether or not the Chair has acted on
the majority leader’s request.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
unanimous-consent request was grant-
ed.
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PROGRAM

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask the
majority leader if he can indicate at
this point what the program is for the
rest of today and tomorrow?

Mr. BAKER. Yes. Mr. President, I
thank the minority leader.

First, Mr. President, I expect the
Senate will continue in session this
evening until approximately 6 p.m. I
believe there is not an order for the
Senate to convene yet on tomorrow. Is
that correct?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There
is not an order.

ORDER FOR RECESS UNTIL 10 A.M. TOMORROW

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that when the
Senate completes its business today it
stand in recess until 10 a.m. tomorrow.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objections, it is so ordered.

Mr. BAEKER. Mr. President, when
we finish our business around 6 p.m.,
we will go out on recess until 10 a.m.
in the morning. I believe there are a
couple of special order requests which
I will put a little later. That means we
will probably be back on the pending
motion, which I anticipate will be the
motion to proceed to the consideration
of S. 602, the Radio Marti bill, some-
time around 10:30 a.m. tomorrow or a
little later. Debate will continue on
that bill as long as necessary.

I would like to get it up, but from
the signs and the temper of the times
I am not optimistic that we will finish
it in short order. But we will continue
on that bill. It is entirely possible that
a cloture motion may be filed on the
motion to proceed if necessary on to-
ImMOITOW.

Mr. President, during the day tomor-
row I anticipate that we will receive—
perhaps even this evening—from the
House of Representatives the confer-
ence report on the supplemental ap-
propriations bill. It is privileged, and it
would be my intention, after first con-
ferring with the minority leader, to
ask the Senate to proceed to the con-
sideration of this conference report
when it is available to the Senate.

I expect tomorrow to be a full day,
and we will continue on the matters at
hand. I do not expect the day to be a
very late day, but it will be a full day.

I do not anticipate the need for the
Senate to be in session on Saturday. I
anticipate, based on circumstances as
they may develop tomorrow, that we
will come in Monday, as we usually do,
around 11 or 12 o’clock.

That is the best I can see at the
moment.

Mr. BYRD. And on which measure is
the cloture motion likely to be filed
with respect to the motion to proceed?

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, it would
be on the motion to proceed on the
Radio Marti measure.

Mr. BYRD. I thank the majority
leader.
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Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I now
believe the Senator from Iowa wishes
to be recognized. I would first say that
I do not anticipate any further rollcall
vote this evening. That, of course,
always excludes the possibility of a
rollcall vote to require the attendance
of absent Senators, but I do not antici-
pate that either. So I do not foresee
any rollcall vote before the hour of
recess which I estimate at 6 p.m. I now
yield the floor.

RADIO MARTI

Mr. GRASSLEY addressed
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Iowa is recognized.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, yes-
terday I received from the State De-
partment their talking points on this
issue now before the Senate, whether
or not we ought to establish Radio
Marti.

Implicit throughout their talking
points is the message that the propo-
nents of Radio Marti have taken great
strides and made tremendous sacrific-
es in meeting the requests of our Na-
tion’s broadcasters. One of those
broadcasters is WHO, located in Des
Moines, Iowa, the same station at
which President Reagan had his start
in radio broadcasting. The prosperity
of broadcasting in central Iowa has a
great deal to do with the economy in
my State and hence my interest. But
my interest goes beyond that of WHO
radio to certain property rights of
broadcasters generally in our country,
not out of respect for just the proper-
ty rights of broadcasters but out of my
respect for the constitutional protec-
tion of property generally.

These talking points from the State
Department further implied that
broadcasters had been unreasonable,
that they keep shifting their position
from one point to another. This is a
clever tactic on the part of the State
Department. But let me tell my col-
leagues in this body, Mr. President,
about the shifting that the State De-
partment did last year as we tried to
reach a compromise on this issue.

And remember, Mr. President, that
my position has always been that a
compromise was possible. In fact, I
think that my remarks will indicate to
you that if the position of the State
Department right now had been what
it was last December, we would prob-
ably have a bill already passed and
Radio Marti operating.

But last year, I helped negotiate and
eventually agreed to a compromise
amendment to Radio Marti which was
later accepted by the Senate Foreign
Relations Committee. Subsequent ac-
tions by the administration, its offi-
cials, and others in the Senate raised
serious questions about the adminis-
tration’s intention to fully honor the

the
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foundation and spirit of the agree-
ment embodied in that compromise.
That agreement was embodied in the
frequency selection process which was
developed by the House of Represent-
atives a year ago.

These actions left me little choice
but to join a filibuster last fall on the
subject of Radio Marti. I feel that now
we should go over the history of that
evolution of events last fall, to clarify
any misunderstandings created by mis-
representations of this controversy.

Initially, I recommended four alter-
natives to Radio Marti that I had
hoped could be studied to find
common grounds to resolve the con-
cerns of broadcasters as well as to im-
prove the viability of the Radio Marti
effort. Several Senators on the com-
mittee were responsive to these ideas.
Others, including the administration,
adamantly opposed these suggestions
upon the dubious grounds that they
would undermine the purpose of
Radio Marti, and they refused to offer
any serious consideration of any other
alternatives within the aspects of
Radio Marti and the bill as introduced
in 1982.

Although I viewed those alternatives
superior to those contained in the bill,
I recognized that this dogmatic opposi-
tion could eventually foil passage and
enactment of my proposals. Therefore,
I agreed to listen to administration
suggestions.

Ultimately I negotiated a compro-
mise amendment—or, more accurately,
I should clarify that I helped negoti-
ate a compromise amendment—that
adds a fifth criterion to the frequency
selection process established by the
House of Representatives Commerce
Committee and the full House of Rep-
resentatives. That process involved a
rulemaking by the National Telecom-
munications and Information Adminis-
tration to select a frequency for Radio
Marti.

Since the House Commerce Commit-
tee report language fully detailed the
nature of this process and how it
would be conducted, our negotiations
were obviously based entirely upon the
foundation that had already been con-
structed by the House of Representa-
tives. The administration indicated no
dissatisfaction with the frequency se-
lection process for which it had bar-
gained during the House deliberations.
No one stated any desire to change the
House Radio Marti legislation nor the
House Committee report language.

Let me emphasize at this point that
we are using as a point of departure
during the summer of 1982 a position
that the administration agreed to,
which was adopted in the committee
report of the House Commerce Com-
mittee. So I was starting there. I use
that as a basis for any amendment
compromise that I agreed to last year.

The fifth criterion we are talking
about here, and which was negotiated,
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was a simple extension of the legisla-
tive work of the House of Representa-
tives. So, again, we were following a
pattern previously agreed to, and it
was nothing more and certainly noth-
ing less. It would be absurd to suggest
anything to the contrary.

After securing written assurances of
the administration’s support of this
amendment, I endorsed the compro-
mise in lieu of my original proposals
that were suggested in my testimony
before the Senate Foreign Relations
Committee in the summer of 1982.
The Senate Foreign Relations Com-
mittee voted to approve that fifth cri-
terion.

The chairman of the committee gra-
ciously offered me the opportunity to
provide committee report language
that explains the compromise amend-
ment and the frequency selection
process. This was an altogether rea-
sonable offer, since I had been in-
volved in these negotiations more
closely than most others on the com-
mittee.

Furthermore, the subject of the
amendment related to technical com-
munications matters, as opposed to
foreign policy concerns. We are talk-
ing about technical matters here and
not matters of public policy.

My office had been working exten-
sively with the attorney for radio sta-
tion WHO, Mr. Kenneth D. Salomon,
who had been involved in the negotia-
tions for this frequency selection proc-
ess in both the House and Senate.

It is worth noting that Mr. Salomon
had formerly served as deputy chief
counsel at the NTIA. His assistance as-
sured an important continuum in the
work of the House and the Senate on
Radio Marti, and therefore he was in-
strumental in drafting appropriate, ac-
curate, and consistent report language
that I ultimately submitted to the
committee.

Again, one should remember the re-
lationship already pointed out be-
tween what the administration had al-
ready agreed to in 1982, in the House
of Representatives and the House
Commerce Committee language. Since
this had been developed by the House
Commerce Committee, naturally, we
turned to that document as a guide.

The language offered to the Senate
Foreign Relations Committee for its
report—and this invitation had been
given to me by the chairman of the
committee—was virtually identical to
that of the House.

I was surprised and I was dismayed
when I learned that the administra-
tion—I am talking about the adminis-
tration, not the staff of the Senate
Foreign Relations Committee, not the
chairman of the Foreign Relations
Committee; I am talking about the ad-
ministration—strongly objected to this
language. I could not understand why,
if the language was acceptable for the
House Commerce Committee report, it
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was not now acceptable for the
Senate.

I should have been informed that
the administration no longer support-
ed the frequency selection process as
developed by the House, before we sat
down to negotiate. Instead of coming
to me to discuss their problems, cer-
tain administration officials attempted
to convince others that this was not
part of the agreement, that the junior
Senator from Iowa was reneging on
some sort of agreement. They even
went so far as to manipulate others
not as closely involved in these negoti-
ations to agree that this was not part
of the bargain before staff had an op-
portunity to fully explain the nuances
of this complex, carefully constructed
frequency selection process.

I hope I can again emphasize that
we are talking about technical matters
here that we were putting in the com-
mittee report. We are not talking
about policy decisions as to whether or
not we should have a Radio Marti, or
even some of the more specific, corol-
lary aspects of that initial and basic
policy.

I, however, did fully understand the
complexities of the frequency selec-
tion process and consequently recog-
nized this action by the administration
and others as an undeniable effort to
undermine the strength and protec-
tions that this legislation and the com-
mittee report language provided
broadcasting interests.

We all know that the administration
prevailed at this report-writing level,
and my report language was not
adopted. Instead, it was included in
the report only as “my understand-
ing”"—meaning the understanding of
the junior Senator from Iowa. This
action was disturbing and unaccept-
able. I did not bargain for meaningless
words.

The only conclusion I can draw is
that the report language that the ad-
ministration accepted in the House
Commerce Committee must at one
time have been satisfactory to the ad-
ministration, or they were Machiavel-
lian in their approach to it and some-
how felt that they did not have to go
with that now. But that was the basis
of my understanding as I worked with
the administration in the summer and
early fall of last year.

However, absent the foundation of
the administration’s previous agree-
ment to the language in the House
Commerce Committee report, what we
agreed to as the fifth criterion had no
substance, or at least much less sub-
stance.

In short, what the administration
now found objectionable—or what
they failed, for some reason, to men-
tion during House deliberations,
during our negotiations, and during
the Senate Foreign Relations Commit-
tee markup, when this amendment
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was explained—centered upon the
report language reaffirming that this
new frequency selection process would
operate under the full cooperation of
the Administrative Procedures Act.
This act guarantees the private sector
the constitutional right of due process.

I have to ask all my colleagues: In
times of peace, in times of calm, in
times when there is an opportunity to
make the constitutional process work,
what is wrong with the aspect of the
Administrative Procedures Act which
gives everybody the constitutional
right of due process? It is basic to
what we are working on here, the pro-
tection of people’s interests.

It should go wunquestioned. The
report language explained that the
new frequency selection procedure
would be afforded a full rulemaking
process under the APA. The hearing
record from last year supports the po-
sition that this would be a full rule-
making process.

The term “rulemaking” is a term of
art that clearly means full APA rule-
making process, not some sort of modi-
fied process.

No one offered any objection to this
position during markup when Mr. Sal-
omon, who I remind you was formerly
high up in the NTIA, explained this
provision. It was all laid out so every-
one would know to what was being re-
ferred. And, of course, even more im-
portant and in support of this posi-
tion, the committee transcript bears
this point out.

Then we get to the lameduck ses-
sion, after the election. I joined sever-
al of my colleagues, under the able
leadership of the Senator from Ne-
braska, in a filibuster of Radio Marti.
Not until it became clear that our fili-
buster was serious and effective did
anyone from the administration
bother to contact me to see if we could
work out something.

When they came to the conclusion
that I understood really what they
were up to with the fifth criterion,
that it was an empty agreement, that
without the foundation of the House
Commerce Committee report language
there was really nothing there, and
that was a return to the Machiavellian
approach that previously must have
been used in the House, then they
wanted to talk. Although I felt it was
somewhat late and also that I had ne-
gotiated in good faith throughout, I
decided that I could at least listen to
them at this point. This was sometime
in early December of last year.

It was difficult to ascertain the real
reason for the administration opposi-
tion to a full APA rulemaking, refer-
ggtg to the Administrative Procedure

The rationale shifted from concerns
about time delays to the desire to
assure foreign policy immunity before
any courts, to guaranteeing that at
least one frequency could be selected,
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to allowing classified information to be
used in selecting the frequency.

Remember this environment at this
time. We were sitting down one on one
between myself and some staff and
with people from the administration
to see what they wanted to do. Re-
member, the environment that goes
back to last summer when there was
no interest in the amendments that
were proposed by this Senator and
then their willingness to sit down and
do something. The basis for that from
my judgment was the House Com-
merce Committee report language.
Then there was their refusal to go
along with that report language in the
Senate Foreign Relations Committee
report. Then we reached a point where
the bill eventually comes up where the
administration still is sticking by the
point of view that they won in the
Senate Foreign Relations Committee
report, to a filibuster, to people from
the administration wanting to visit
with me to see what we could work
out, and then there was the shifting
that goes on in those very meetings as
you are trying to reach an agreement
from concerns about time delays to
their desire to assure foreign policy
immunity before our courts, to guar-
anteeing that at least one frequency
could be selected, to allowing classified
information to be used in the selection
of a frequency. All of these are legiti-
mate concerns by our administration,
and we explored all of them.

I was initially informed that the ad-
ministration opposed a full rulemak-
ing because it feared that it could
become time consuming administra-
tively and judicially in the event of a
challenge.

Remember this: Back there in De-
cember after peddling around with
this thing for 5 or 6 months they were
concerned about something being time
consuming, when just because of their
inability or their desiring not to nego-
tiate in good faith and to be very
Machiavellian, a lot of time is eaten
up. Remember, I said from the very
beginning that if some of the efforts
that have been put forth in the last 6
months had been put forth 12 months
ago, I will be willing to gamble that
Radio Marti would already be broad-
casting.

Notwithstanding the fact that out of
courtesy I should have been informed
prior to negotiations of their full in-
tentions to oppose full rulemaking
procedure, I decided to work last De-
cember for a resolution of their con-
cerns. First, I pointed out that the ad-
ministrative part could be expedited
and conducted within 3 to 4 months.

Second, if they followed the frequen-
cy selection criteria faithfully there
would be no grounds for a court chal-
lenge based on the Administrative Pro-
cedure Act violation. In short, if they
intended to honor the process to
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which they had agreed, there existed
no reason to fear delay.

Nevertheless, I agree to negotiate an
amendment that would provide an ex-
peditious process but would retain the
full APA rulemaking protection. This
is something I agreed to last Decem-
ber.

The amendment I offered satisfied
the time consideration. It did, of
course, retain the protection of full
rulemaking. We are talking about con-
stitutional due process. At that point I
was told that time was not the only
problem. Now the full rulemaking pro-
tections were not satisfactory because
they did not exclude foreign affairs
functions from court review.

It was becoming clear what the ad-
ministration had in mind. The fre-
quency selection process, as estab-
lished by the legislation, had nothing
to do with foreign policy. This is the
major reason why the House Com-
merce Committee in the last Congress
developed this process and not the
House Foreign Affairs Committee.

The establishment of Radio Marti
and the type of material broadcast
may fall within the realm of foreign
policy, but certainly not the simple ad-
herence to a set of criteria to select a
frequency. That seems to me to be a
very technical matter.

Eliminating the full rulemaking pro-
tections would open the frequency se-
lection process to a cursory review and
allow the selection of almost any fre-
quency desired with little consider-
ation for the criteria imposed by Con-
Bress.

That is what would happen if you
did not have the protection of the
APA. If a broadcaster challenged this
selection in court the administation
could simply plead foreign policy privi-
leges and the court would refuse to
hear the case.

Since the administration could offer
no legitimate counter to the argument
that a frequency selection was not a
foreign policy issue, their concerns
then shifted to the unlikely possibility
that there may not exist a single fre-
quency that could fit this criteria.

Of course, this was not my intention,
taking the stand, as I have, that I did
not oppose per se Radio Marti. So I of-
fered to work on an amendment that
would guarantee at least one eligible
frequency.

At this point I was reminded of the
purpose behind the compromise
amendment, that it was aimed at pro-
viding the administration the flexibil-
ity to shift Radio Marti's frequency
away from 1040 kilohertz, and that is
WHO's frequency in Des Moines,
Iowa, to another frequency.

I was at this point greatly intrigued
by this revelation. This was the first
and the last time I had heard any
desire from the administration to shift
the frequency from 1040 kilohertz.
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Other high-ranking administration
officials had stated we could not shift
to another frequency because, and I
would quote ‘“We would lose face by
submitting to Castro’s blackmail.”
How many times have you heard that
used? You know we just could not
shift this from one frequency to an-
other because then our State Depart-
ment would be submitting to black-
mail by this tinhorn dictator down
there in Cuba.

But, in these negotiations, it was
suggested that we might want to shift
it, or that we could shift it.

In support of this wonderment on
my part, the initial letter of commit-
ment I received from the administra-
tion regarding the compromise con-
tained a qualifier statement support-
ing—stating its support of and I quote
“‘subject to the stipulation explained."”

Since no stipulations had been dis-
cussed I inquired about the meaning
of this. You understand we are sitting
here in an office trying to negotiate a
compromise. You think you get some-
thing negotiated down and then you
receive a letter “subject to stipulation
explained.” The fact is, there had been
no “stipulation explained.”

Since none had been discussed, I in-
quired about the meaning of this. I
was informed it meant that no assur-
ances were given that a different fre-
quency would be selected.

I should have known something was
wrong when I received a revised letter
of commitment only minutes before
committee markup that offered only
commitment to the “alternative lan-
guage” when I had asked for specific
commitments to that, as well as, to the
“word and spirit of the new Radio
Marti frequency process.”

What was truly ironic was that they
had apparently lost sight of the fact
that I had stated from the beginning
my concern was for all broadcasters,
not just for WHO radio. The only
reason I supported the compromise
was I felt if the administration fol-
lowed the selection process faithfully
at least all broadcasters would be
placed on an even footing and would
be provided minimal protection.

It certainly did not assure anything
for WHO radio and no one from the
administration ever indicated that it
would. They would not even agree to
language that would strengthen pro-
tections by making the selection crite-
r{a mandatory as opposed to permis-
sive.

In any event, the next administra-
tion suggestion, following this revela-
tion, was that we turn to some of the
alternatives that I had recommended
in the first place in July. So, you see,
we negotiate that fifth criterion. Four
months later a filibuster takes place.
They come to our office to negotiate
something, and we think all the time
that we are making considerable
progress, and then we get letters that
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indicate there are stipulations in addi-
tion, stipulations not spoken to, and
then you can imagine how astonished
I was before Christmas when they
somehow suggested that the alterna-
tives that I had suggested way back
there in July ought to be considered.

As I have stated so many times, the
administration had summarily dis-
missed those proposals in the summer
of 1982, last year. Now they were sug-
gesting that they were acceptable. Un-
fortunately for them, another high-
ranking official had indicated earlier
that these original alternatives could
serve as a “first step,” that next year
Congress could pass legislation to
expand Radio Marti's broadcasting au-
thority to suit the initial designs.

I responded by pointing out it was a
little late to be offering these alterna-
tives. I had offered them months ago
in hopes of being of assistance, but re-
grettably the administration was not
interested, and even if I had agreed at
that late hour there was serious ques-
tion as to whether broadcasters, whose
concerns had been repeatedly ignored,
were ready to agree. Furthermore
there was certainly no guarantee that
other Senators involved in the filibus-
ter would be satisfied.

Consequently I recommended that
we remain on our course of trying to
resolve our differences over the fre-
quency selection process, and that we
develop an amendment that would sat-
isfy the administration’s most recently
stated concern about the possibility
that no frequency would be available
under the process. For a person like
me who has never said anything
against Radio Marti per se, if I could
assure them that I was willing to
adopt an amendment that would
assure the frequency, that a frequency
would be selected, then why would not
that solve their concern?

There was no need for another meet-
ing. Although I had been led to believe
that the foreign policy privilege issue
had been resolved, I was informed the
next day that any rulemaking that
would not provide a foreign policy ex-
clusion was unacceptable. You see an-
other turnaround of administration
position.

I was also informed that the admin-
istration would need an additional
amendment to allow them to submit
classified information for consider-
ation with the frequency selection cri-
teria. This information obviously
would not be made available to the
public, consequently, tying the hands
of any broadcaster who might be
forced to defend its interests in the
courts. At no time did the administra-
tion offer to me any explanation of
the nature of possible classified mate-
rial that it might want to offer.

It is interesting to note that during
our negotiations, rumors began circu-
lating in the Senate that my concerns
had been satisfied and that I was
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ready to support Radio Marti.
Throughout these negotiations I took
great pains to make certain no one
held any false impressions about my
continued unresolved concerns. These
rumors obviously were concocted in
hopes of breaking that filibuster last
December.

I also learned that while I was meet-
ing with administration officials to re-
solve our differences over the APA
protections, work was underway to es-
tablish during Senate floor debate
that the frequency selection process
should not be afforded the protection
of rulemaking under APA.

Radio Marti negotiations during the
past few months have been no more
forthright. I am talking now about
1983. While broadcasters worked in
earnest with the administration to
find a solution to broadcasting con-
cerns, efforts to circumvent this
progress were in motion. Attempts
were made to misrepresent the posi-
tion of broadcasters and to undermine
their credibility.

I attended a meeting at the White
House, I believe it was during the
month of March, to discuss Radio
Marti. We were told that broadcasting
concerns had been satisfied. How
many times have you heard that? For-
tunately, I had just been on the phone
with Eddie Fritts, president of the Na-
tional Association of Broadcasters,
prior to that meeting at the White
House. Some of the people in the
Chamber now were at that meeting. I
was able to assure everyone that the
fact of the matter was that broadcast-
ers still had very serious problems
with Radio Marti and that the admin-
istration and Congress should be inter-
ested in hearing what these concerns
are before pushing ahead with legisla-
tion.

Not everyone shared my desire to
hear from the broadcasters. In fact,
there was considerable effort expend-
ed during this time to discourage
broadcasters from publicly stating
their position. The longer broadcasters
could be dissuaded from taking a
public position, the more time propo-
nents would have to secure the neces-
sary support in Congress. As long as
broadcasters could be kept silent
through numerous enticements to
remain at the bargaining table, there
was less of a chance that anyone could
counter the repeated, erroneous con-
tentions that broadcasters had been
given everything they wanted but that
they kept shifting their position by
asking for more when accommodations
were offered.

One of the points made time and
again is that present Radio Marti leg-
islation gives broadcasters everything
they supported last year as embodied
in the alternatives that I proposed.
These contentions distort and mislead.
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They attempt to discredit broadcasters
and cloud the real issue.

There is no question that I offered
alternatives last year, and I also of-
fered what I viewed as good reasons
why these alternatives were superior
to that which was before us in this
body last December.

Broadcasters also went on record
stating these proposals represented a
possible way of minimizing Radio
Marti’'s potential for exacerbating the
already intolerable Cuban interference
problem, and they urged Congress to
give serious consideration to these pro-
posals.

The fact of the matter is that the
Senate never did provide the necessary
study of these proposals. And the prin-
ciple reason little consideration was
given was because of the strong oppo-
sition by the administration. It is in-
credible now to find these same people
who so vociferiously opposed the con-
sideration of these alternatives to try
to convince us that the legislation
they now offer adequately resolves the
concerns of broadcasters simply be-
cause it adopts some of the sugges-
tions made last year.

Congress may not have given suffi-
cient consideration to these proposals,
but broadcasters have since had the
time to thoroughly review each of
these alternatives. Through this
review, they have found that some of
the alternatives present serious prob-
lems for broadcasters. Consequently,
they have taken a position against cer-
tain ideas, but at the same time have
made quite clear precisely what they
do want.

But instead of squarely facing the
serious problems related to Radio
Marti, proponents find it easier to
attack the credibility of broadcasters
for what simply amounts to taking a
strong stand in protecting their inter-
ests. It became abundantly clear that
the administration and Congress were
not prepared to help sift through
these options to find the best means of
protecting broadcasters, so they were
forced to do it themselves.

It is time to face reality. The key
problem with Radio Marti is that it
transforms our domestic broadcasting
spectrum into a “chessboard” for for-
eign policy. It forces broadcasters and
the American listening audience into
the role of “pawns” to suffer the con-
sequence of foreign policy maneuver-
ing between the United States and
Cuba. As with the Soviet grain embar-
go of the previous administration, any
resulting harm will fall upon the pri-
vate sector, not the Government.

Government assurances that Cuba
will not counter with interference
have been proven meaningless. Cuba’s
August 30, 1982, response to the
tuning of the facility intended for
Radio Marti dismissed any questions
as to the ability and willingness of
Castro to engage in the U.S. sanc-
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tioned ‘“‘chessgame” on our domestic
broadcasting spectrum.

Assurances that the Government
holds several options to counter inter-
ference are equally insufficient. If
these options are available and work-
able, they should have been imple-
mented years ago to help the Florida
broadcasters.

I repeat, they should have been used
several years ago to help the Florida
broadcasters.

And broadcasting engineers inform
me that there is little that an individ-
ual broadcaster can do to overcome in-
terference. Our domestic spectrum is
so saturated with signals that even
minimal adjustments of power or di-
rection can have severe effects on
other broadcasters.

Broadcasters did not ask for this
battle. They did not ask to be thrown
into the middle of a foreign policy
debate. But they were forced into it,
and have rightfully fought for their
interests, first by asking Congress to
consider several alternatives, but then
by identifying and fighting for their
preferred option once it became clear
that Congress would not adequately
address their concerns.

The blame for any delays or defeat
of Radio Marti must fall squarely
upon its proponents who have shown
an unwillingness to be consistent in
their pursuit of the proposal. Had the
proposal been handled properly in the
first place, Radio Marti would be
broadcasting today.

Had the accepted, traditional short-
wave spectrum been recommended for
Radio Marti, or the use of off-band
frequencies, or even a simple expan-
sion of Voice of America broadcasts,
U.S. broadcasters would not have been
forced into this debate. Unfortunately,
this is not the case and now Congress
must make the decision as to whether
they want to protect broadcasting in-
terests while at the same time support
Radio Marti, or whether they want to
support Radio Marti at all costs.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I
support Radio Marti as an important
contribution to freedom of informa-
tion in this hemisphere. In keeping
with the tradition established by
Radio Free Europe and Radio Liberty,
Radio Marti will provide objective
news and information and promote
the free exchange of ideas between
the people of the United States and
the people of Cuba.

The goals and purposes of Radio
Marti are in full accord with the Uni-
versal Declaration of Human Rights.
This new capability for open commu-
nication and full debate will enhance
democracy and human rights and lead
to greater understanding and peace.

Radio Marti will operate under the
same strict standards of objectivity
now maintained by the Board for
International Broadcasting. Its pri-
mary responsibility will be to provide
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reliable, accurate and comprehensive
information and alternative sources of
news to the Cuban people, who are
denied access to independent news cov-
erage that is fair and impartial. The
credibility and the effectiveness of
Radio Marti depend on its scrupulous
adherence to these standards of excel-
lence, and I am confident that it will
fulfill the important mandate and mis-
sion that Congress is giving it.

Throughout my career in the
Senate, I have sought effective ways
to encourage freedom of information
in the Soviet bloc, in authorization re-
gimes of the left or the right in Latin
America, and in Asia and other parts
of the world. My support today for
Radio Marti and for the Radio Broad-
casting to Cuba Act is a vote to accord
this same freedom to all the people of
Cuba.

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I an-
nounced earlier that we would go out
about 6 p.m. Unless someone wishes to
speak further on the motion at this
time, I am prepared to put us into a
period for the transaction of routine
morning business.

ROUTINE MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that there now be
a period for the transaction of routine
morning business to extend no longer
than 6:15 p.m. in which Senators may
speak.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I yield
the floor.

A FLAGRANT SOVIET VIOLATION
OF THE SALT I ANTIBALLISTIC
MISSILE TREATY

Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that an article in
yesterday’'s New York Post entitled
“New Soviet Radar Violates SALT
Pact,” by Rowland Evans and Robert
Novak, be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

[From the New York Post, July 27, 19831

NEw Sovier Rapar VioLaTes SALT Pact

(By Rowland Evans and Robert Novak)

The Soviet Union is building an immense
new radar system some 500 miles north of
the Mongolian border in the central USSR
that U.S. specialists are convinced is a dan-
gerous new violation of the SALT I treaty
that sharply limits anti-ballistic missile de-
fenses.

A top-secret “warning” from the Intelli-
gence Community was sent to the White
House July 15. It said, “The new radar’s lo-
cation appears to be inconsistent with the
provisions of the 1972 SALT I ABM [anti-
ballistic missile] Treaty."”

Article I of that treaty prohibits any ABM
system “for the defense of the territory” of
the U.S. or Soviet Union. But the treaty
goes further. It even prohibits early-warn-
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ing radars—not just the radars that control
the firing of anti-missile missiles—from
being built anywhere except “along the pe-
riphery"” of Soviet [and U.8.] territory “ori-
ented outward.”

The discovery of the new radar system,
called a phased array radar, was made by
U.S. spy satellites in a routine sweep of that
portion of the Soviet Union, 3000 or so miles
from the Pacific Coast. No effort to conceal
the construction appears to have been made
by the Soviets.

What deeply disturbs U.S. officials is that
the new radar, which is oriented toward
Alaska, is “almost identical” with the large
missile-tracking radars now being tested at
Pechora in the Soviet Northwest, at Lyaki
near the Caspian Sea and at two other
known locations—all “along the periphery.”
The new construction is the first that ap-
pears to be an unambiguous violation of the
“periphery.”

The new radar, with a transmitter build-
ing nearly 500 feet long and 300 feet wide,
would close a gap in Soviet coverage to the
Northeast against incoming U.S. ICBMs tar-
geted on Eastern Soviet territory and possi-
ble submarine-launched missiles from the
Pacific.

Secret disclosure of the new system to the
President and high administration officials
reinforces the dilemma that has plagued
every administration since the first SALT
agreement: What should the U.S. do after
detecting Soviet violations? The problem
was raised directly with President Reagan in
a June 22 letter signed by 34 Republican
senators. They quoted Secretary of State
George Shultz as testifying to the Senate
Foreign Relations Committee on June 15
that Moscow has been “stretching a series
of treaties and agreements to the brink of
violation and beyond.”

These suspected violations specifically in-
clude the phased array radars being built
for only one discernible purpose: to protect
the Soviet Union with an ABM system
which both countries agreed not to build, In
the hands of only one country, it could
bestow an insurmountable advantage over
the unprotected adversary.

Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President, this
article published on July 27, 1983, con-
tains the first information about a sig-
nificant new Soviet violation of the
Strategic Arms Limitation Treaty—
SALT I—the Anti-Ballistic Missile
Treaty signed in Moscow in May, 1972.

The SALT I ABM Treaty has long
been regarded as the most successful
strategic arms limitation treaty in his-
tory. It has been reviewed by the
United States and the U.S.S.R. twice,
in 1977 and 1982, and is the only stra-
tegic arms treaty still in effect—the
SALT I Interim Offensive Weapon
Agreement having expired in 1977,
and the SALT II Treaty of 1979 being
unratified. Thus, if the Soviets are fla-
grantly violating the only Strategic
Arms Limitation Treaty in force, this
is extremely significant as an indicator
of Soviet intentions in negotiating a
Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty
(START) or an Intermediate-range
Nuclear Force Reduction (INF)
Treaty.

The Soviets are reportedly building
a new large, ABM battle management
radar in central US.S.R. which is
about 500 and 3,000 miles from Soviet
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borders. In January, 1981, the Joint
Chiefs of Staff stated:

Soviet phased array radars, which may be
designed to improve impact predictions and
target handling capabilities for ABM batile
management, are under construction at vari-
ous locations throughout the U.S.5.R. These
radars could perform some battle manage-
ment functions as well as provide redundant
ballistic missile early warning coverage. The
first of these radars is expected to become
operational in the early 1980’s (Emphasis
added.)

Large radars of the battle manage-
ment type are clearly the long lead-
time element of an ABM system. They
are the basis for a Soviet breakout
from the ABM treaty, together with
the following interceptor missiles: The
SAM-5, SAM-10, and SAM-12, all
tested illegally in an ABM mode, and
the ABM-3 missiles and radar, which
are illegally mobile.

The new Soviet radar being con-
structed in central U.S.S.R. violates
the following provisions of the SALT I
ABM treaty:

Article I, paragraph 2 of the SALT I
ABM treaty states:

Each Party undertakes not to deploy ABM
systems for a defense of the territory of its
country and not to provide a base for such a
defense. (Emphasis added.)

The new ABM battle management
radars, which reportedly now number
five or six, do constitute a base for an
ABM defense of the territory of the
U.S.S.R. Moreover, when coupled with
SAM-5's, SAM-10's, SAM-12's in an
ABM mode, and with the mobile
ABM-3 now reportedly in mass pro-
duction and being deployed around
Moscow, it can be argued that the So-
viets already have more than a base
for a nationwide ABM defense. They
are in fact already deploying a nation-
wide ABM defense.

Article II of the SALT I ABM
Treaty defines ABM systems as—

Radars constructed and deployed for an
ABM role, or of a type tested in an ABM
mode ... and includes those which are
under construction (Emphasis added.)

The JCS statement of January 1981
indicates clearly that the radars in
question in fact have the capability to
be ABM battle management radars.

Article VI of the SALT I ABM
Treaty, paragraph (b) states:

Each Party undertakes . . . not to deploy
in the future radars for early warning of
strategic ballistic missile attack except at lo-
cations along the periphery of its national
territory and oriented outward. (Emphasis
added).

The most flagrant aspect of this new
radar, which is also an early warning
radar, is the fact that it is in central
U.S.S.R. Clearly, it is not on the pe-
riphery, and therefore it is a clearcut
violation of article VI paragraph (b).
Indeed, U.S. Unilateral Statement G
to the SALT I ABM Treaty states
that:
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Soviet hen house radars, which are Soviet
ballistic missile early warning radars, have a
significant ABM potential.

The new ABM battle management
radars are even more powerful than
hen house radars, which are them-
selves defined by the United States as
having ABM potential. And of course,
both hen house and the new ABM
battle management radars also have
an inherent early warning capability.

In sum, this new Soviet battle man-
agement radar flagrantly violates
three important provisions of the
SALT I ABM Treaty. Article I of the
treaty is widely regarded as the most
significant constraint of the treaty,
yet the Soviets are flagrantly violating
this central constraint.

Mr. President, I also ask unanimous
consent that a recent letter from
Under Secretary of Defense Fred Ikle
be printed in the ReEcorbp. This letter is
important, because it strongly implies
that the Reagan administration is
clearly aware of flagrant Soviet SALT
violations, but is unable to do any-
thing about them.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

THE UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE,
Washington, D.C., July 25, 1983.
Hon. JamMEs A. McCLURE,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Jim: I greatly appreciated receiving
your introduction in the record to my arti-
cle “After Detection—What?"

Thank you for your kind words about this
22 year old piece. My scepticism at that time
about our ability to respond to violations
was unfortunately an accurate forecast.

With warm regards and many thanks,

Sincerely,
Frep C. IELE.

THE TOM ELLIS NOMINATION
TO THE BOARD FOR INTERNA-
TIONAL BROADCASTING

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, at the
outset I would emphasize that it is a
worthy tradition of the Senate that we
endeavor to hold each other in high
respect and affection, even when we
most strongly disagree on issues. I
hope it may be said of me that I do my
best to uphold that tradition. It is an
important one, and it deserves to sur-
vive.

But there are times, Mr. President,
when 1 find myself puzzled by the
judgments and the actions of some of
my colleagues. I readily acknowledge
that I have displeased some of my
friends in the Senate from time to
time. It happens to all of us at one
time or another. The only way to
avoid controversy in the Senate is to
do nothing and say nothing. But in
the long run—and generally it is never
very long—today’'s adversaries on one
issue become tomorrow’s joint partici-
pants in a different issue.
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So it is with sadness, Mr. President,
that I rise today to state for the
Recorp that I was disappointed at the
conduct of two of my colleagues
during a hearing this past Tuesday in-
volving the Foreign Relations Commit-
tee. A good American's name was tar-
nished deliberately and unjustifiably;
a citizen who had been willing to serve
his country without compensation or
reward was rebuked—and, indeed, vili-
fied—by two Senators, one of whom
distributed a press release attacking
the character of the nominee before
the Senator had even heard the citi-
zen's testimony.

What was involved, Mr. President,
was President Reagan’s nomination of
Mr. Thomas F. Ellis, of Raleigh, N.C.,
to be a member of the Board of Inter-
national Broadcasting.

Mr. Ellis is a prominent citizen of
my hometown. He is a distinguished
lawyer, a former judge, a veteran of
World War II, a faithful and active
member of his church, a loving hus-
band and father, and very proud
grandfather.

I have never heard a nominee sub-
jected to more abuse by Senators. Epi-
thets were hurled at him, sarcasm
punctuated the criticism directed at
Mr. Ellis. It was a discouraging episode
in the history of this Senate.

And what, Mr. President, were the
charges against Mr. Ellis? For the
most part the characterization of Mr.
Ellis’s career was inaccurate and the
stated conclusions reached by the Sen-
ators were irrelevant to the purpose of
the hearing called by the Foreign Re-
lations Committee—that is, President
Reagan’'s nominees to the Board for
International Broadcasting.

In the first place, Mr. President,
only a handful of Senators were
present. This is not unusual. All Sena-
tors have two or three committee
meetings scheduled simultaneously.
What was unusual was that one Sena-
tor boasted the day before the hearing
that he was going to “nail” Mr. Ellis—
a man the distinguished Senator had
never met. Indeed the Senator had his
aide distribute a press release—before
the hearing began—calling on Presi-
dent Reagan to withdraw the nomina-
tion of Mr. Ellis.

To the credit of the White House
and President Reagan, there was no
interest in withdrawing the nomina-
tion following the attacks upon Mr.
Ellis, by the two Senators.

But after the hearing, Mr. Ellis real-
ized that his nomination was obviously
a political weapon to be fired at Presi-
dent Reagan, and even though he him-
self could have survived the onslaught
at the Foreign Relations Committee,
Mr. Ellis was unwilling to allow the
episode to be harmful to a President
he admires, whom he has known as a
personal friend for many years, and
for whose candidacy Mr. Ellis had
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worked effectively in both 1976 and
1980.

So Mr. Ellis quickly made the deci-
sion to remove himself from that posi-
tion. He reached the judgment that he
would ask President Reagan to with-
draw his nomination.

Mr. President, I am convinced that
these attacks on a fine and decent
man will backfire. I confess that I
hope they will. Moreover, I hope that
in some way all of us may have
learned a little something about
comity and fair play. Mr. Ellis will not
serve on the Board for International
Broadcasting, but I am convinced that
this is the Nation'’s loss.

Again, I would emphasize my respect
and affection for all my colleagues.
While I am disappointed in this in-
stance, I have learned that civility and
grace usually await maturity. I am
grateful to Tom Ellis for having been
willing to serve his country. And,
knowing him, I am confident he will
bear no grudges even though he has
been, in my judgment, seriously and
intentionally maligned.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that a copy of Mr. Ellis’s letter to
President Reagan be printed in the
Recorp at the conclusion of my re-
marks, followed by the text of his
letter to two Senators. Both letters are
self-explanatory.

There being no objection, the letters
were ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

Mavrin, TaYLor & ELLis, P.A.,
Raleigh, N.C., July 28, 1983.
President RoNALD REAGAN,
White House,
Washington, D.C.

Dear MR. PResSIDENT: I appeared on Tues-
day before the Senate Foreign Relations
Committee for consideration of my appoint-
ment to the Board for International Broad-
casting. It became obvious to me from the
outset of the questioning by Senators Tson-
gas and Biden that they would use that oc-
casion to attempt to divert the hearing
away from broadcasting the U.S. views of
freedom behind the Iron Curtain into a per-
sonal attack on me by my political enemies.

As a matter of fact, Senator Tsongas had
issued a press release prior to the hearing
criticizing you and prejudging my qualifica-
tions. It was an obvious partisan political
effort to drive a wedge between you and the
black community using me as the instru-
mentality. I have attached a copy of my
letter to Senators Tsongas and Biden.

Frankly, I do not mind taking whatever
heat these two ultra-liberal senators want to
generate in my direction. However, I believe
it is vital to America that they and their ilk
be denied the opportunity to use me to
hinder your struggle to return economic
stablility and provide an adequate national
defense to our nation. Therefore, I am re-
spectfully requesting that you withdraw my
name from consideration for appointment
t.hc_:l the Board for International Broadcast-

B.

Let me say in closing that I appreciate
your appointing me to the Board. I did not
seek the appointment but was most anxious
to serve as I believe our only hope to survive
the spread of Soviet slavery across the free
world and to free the hostage people of the
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USSR is to broadcast the tenets of Chris-
tian belief through mass communication. I
trust that the Board for International
Broadcasting will carry out this task with-
out fear of interference from some of those
in public office who do not recognize the
threat of Communist world domination.

God Bless you and Nancy,

Sincerely,
TroMAs F. ELLIs.
MavupriN, TavLor & ELLis, P.A.,
Raleigh, N.C., July 27, 1983.
Senator PAUL TSONGAS,
Senator JosePH BIDEN, JR.,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

GENTLEMEN: 1 knew prior to the hearing
on my nomination to the Board for Interna-
tional Broadcasting that my views of the
Communist threat to the free world were
diametrically opposed to yours, neverthe-
less, I had been under the impression that
the Senate Foreign Relations Committee
hearing yesterday was to determine my
views on broadcasting the message of free-
dom behind the Iron Curtain. It turned into
a personal attack on me on a subject totally
unrelated to my views of the Communist
world. I congratulate you on your tactics of
diverting the hearing from a discussion of
the real issues facing Radio Free Europe
and Radio Liberty.

I have just been furnished with copies of
Sen. Tsongas' press releases regarding hear-
ing on my nominaiton to the Board of Inter-
national Broadcasting that took place on
July 26. I note that you believe that all the
Democrat members of the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee and several Republican
members will vote against my confirmation.
I am amazed that so many will be voting
against my nomination without the benefit
of hearing my testimony or reviewing my
background. However, I have never pretend-
ed to understand how Congress operates.

I would like to set the record straight in
the few areas which you gentlemen appear
to have focused your questions of me and
your statements during that process, as well
as Tsongas' press releases made before and
immediately after the hearing.

The following facts were brought out:

THE PIONEER FUND

1. The Pioneer Fund was established in
1937 in Boston, Mass. Its stated purpose was
to study “racial betterment.” Its first trust-
ees included prominent Boston attorneys.

2. Its charter provided for the study of
“racial betterment.” In 1937, I submit, the
term “racial betterment” was synonymous
with the “betterment of mankind”.

3. It operated continuously from 1937 to
date with distinguished trustees including
former Justice John Marshal Harlan of the
U.S. Supreme Court; a department head at
Columbia University; and other prominent
and distinguished Americans from the
Boston and New York areas.

4. 1 was appointed a trustee in 1973 at the
request of a prominent Harvard attorney,
Harry Weyher. I had nothing to do with de-
termining what institutions received funds
from the trust. I would merely sign blank
authorizations from Weyher indicating my
faith in his selection of universities.

In conclusion, whether academic freedom
should include permitting Stanford Univer-
sity, University of California at Berkeley
and other universities to fund genetic stud-
ies by faculty members is not my decision to
make—nor did I do so. If my participation in
authorizing grants to these institutions
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makes me a ‘“‘racist”, then I suppose it fol-
lows that the Boards of Trustees of those
institutions stand indicted with me.

SOUTH AFRICA

My only connection with South Africa was
agreeing to accept an invitation as a private
citizen to visit that lovely country at the ex-
pense of their government. I was not a gov-
ernment official accepting a junket paid for
by our government or theirs. I made no
statement about this trip on my return.
Senator Tsongas thought it odd that I re-
fused to discuss this trip with the press, but
I believe it to be a private matter. 1 would
have chosen not to discuss it with the
Senate Foreign Relations Committee, but
answered his questions. I am sure you would
have wanted me to condemn South Africa
for its race relations policies, but I feel that
is a matter for South Africa. I do not believe
it is matter for private citizens of the United
States, especially those of us, including me,
who have so little depth of understanding of
the entire picture.

Senator Tsongas inquired as to my owning
South African gold mining stock. I ad-
dressed him that I felt it was a hedge
against inflation in the United States
caused by too much government spending
and rising deficits. These ‘“‘extensive hold-
ings” amount to less than $100,000 acquired
over a period of 20 years.

BLACK RACIAL INFERIORITY

Senator Tsongas states in his press release
that I declined to denounce the theory of
Black racial inferiority. Even the press fol-
lowing the hearing made no such allegation.
As a matter of fact, they carried my state-
ment that there were studies indicating
Black racial superiority. And, further, that I
knew about as much of Einstein's theory of
relativity as I did genetics, and was there-
fore in no position to make a scientific judg-
ment on that subject.

RADICALIZED BLACKS

Sen. Tsongas referred to an article in
which I stated that radicalized blacks influ-
ence the Democratic Party power structure.
I stated that by “‘radical” I meant those who
believed in drastic change and that would
include Julian Bond who supports changing
our free enterprise economic system into a
socialistic one. Bond even stated he'd like to
see a picture of Jesse Helms in N. C. news-
papers with a rifle’s crosshair over his chest.
He asked that I name other radical blacks
within my definition and I named Jesse
Jackson and Andrew Young. I have no prob-
lem in supporting my charge that the latter
two gentlemen are pushing for drastic
change in our society.

You even went back over 25 years into my
views following Brown v. Board, Views I
held as a Democrat and which I submit were
no different from those held by Senators
Ervin, Eastland and other southerners. This
was a cheap shot at best.

I am afraid that I have been so opposed to
your views of what is best for America that
I am perfectly willing to personally take
whatever heat you may be able to generate.
However, when you use the Senate Foreign
Relations Committee to distort facts in an
effort to hurt President Reagan and Jesse
Helms, you seriously damage American for-
eign policy. I feel sure that the countries
behind the Iron Curtain will be pleased that
you have so succeeded in distorting the
issues that I have withdrawn my name from
consideration for appointment to the Board
for International Broadcasting.
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Finally and personally, I believe you have
overreached the bounds of propriety and
fair play for purely partisan politics.

incerely,
TroMAS F. ELLIS.

NATIONAL HOSIERY WEEK

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, the
week of August 14-20 marks the 13th
annual observance of National Hosiery
Week. I am proud to pay tribute once
again to this important industry,
which has played such a vital role in
our free enterprise system.

In so many instances, hosiery manu-
facturers are the major employers in
their communities. They provide jobs,
and revenue for operating State and
local governments. But most impor-
tant, they provide a way of life for the
thousands of Americans, and quality
products for the rest of us.

Mr. President, the average hosiery
company is a small or medium-sized
business. Many of them are still
family owned. Most are in smaller
towns and cities. Yet they employ
62,000 workers in 417 plants nation-
wide. Total retail sales amount to
more than $6 billion a year. The ho-
siery business is clearly a vital part of
our economy.

Mr. President, this commemorative
week is of special significance to me
since North Carolina is the leading
textile State in the Nation. I am proud
that 54 percent of all American-made
hosiery is produced in North Carolina.
Incidentally, the average hosiery plant
produces more than 8.1 million pairs a
year, and employs an average of 149
workers.

During National Hosiery Week, re-
tailers across the country will join the
celebration as stores display and dem-
onstrate all types of hosiery for the
entire family. Mr. President, the ho-
siery industry is a good example of
how well the free enterprise system
works, and what it means to the
people of this country.

North Carolina is proud of its dis-
tinctive leadership in the hosiery in-
dustry, and we are grateful for the
fine qualify of life this industry has
provided for so many people.

On behalf of my fellow North Caro-
linians, I extend my sincere thanks
and congratulations to the hosiery in-
dustry for the outstanding job it is
doing for the people of our State and
Nation.

STUDENT LOANS

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, during
consideration of the emergency sup-
plemental appropriations bill for 1983,
H.R. 1718, the Senate approved an
amendment which added sense of the
Senate language to the effect that
Congress opposed the Reagan adminis-
tration’s 1984 education proposals.
Only nine of my colleagues joined me
in opposing this amendment.
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At the time of that vote, I wish that
my colleagues would have had the
benefit of an essay which appeared in
the June 24 issue of the New York
Times. The article to which I refer was
written by Jospeh D. Rodota, Jr. Mr.
Rodota graduated with honors from
Stanford University in 1982, and is a
former intern with the Senate Repub-
lican Policy Committee. In my view,
his essay is a frank and objective dis-
cussion of Federal student aid policy,
from the perspective of a recent grad-
uate who has done his homework.

I ask unanimous consent that Mr.
Rodota’s article be printed in the
RECORD.

[From the New York Times, June 24, 1983]
LiMIT STUDENT LOANS

(By Joseph D. Rodota, Jr.)

WasHINGTON.—] just mailed a check for
$60 to a bank in California. By October
1982, 1 will have repaid—with interest—fed-
erally guaranteed student leans totaling
$5,000 that helped my family finance my
bachelor’s degree from one of the most ex-
pensive private universities in the country.

Self-appointed defenders of the “right” to
student aid claim that the Reagan Adminis-
tration's proposals to “slash’ Federal aid to
students threaten the ability of middle-class
youth to get a college education. These
“spokesmen"” are flat wrong.

Student aid is a privilege, not a right.
President Reagan seeks to eliminate abuses
while preserving aid to the truly needy.
Nothing in the Administration’s plan bars a
student from attending the school of his
choice, as long as the student and his family
are willing to make reasonable sacrifice
toward that end.

1 am working to earn money for graduate
school. Student aid is still a “hot" issue in
my immediate future. Moreover, my experi-
ence with student aid is not limited to cash-
ing Federal checks. One of my part-time
jobs was as an assistant to my school's direc-
tor of financial aid.

What is most striking about the present
debate is that the typical college student be-
lieves that lessons of the classrooms are ir-
relevant to policy gquestions surrounding
Federal student aid. It is time that each stu-
dent assessed student-aid reform by apply-
ing knowledge acquired in college courses in
economiecs, political science, history and phi-
losophy.

“We live in a world of scarce resources,”
the economics student would begin. Scarce
resources of any sort should not be used to
encourage harmful or inefficient behavior.
Nor should funds be distributed to promote
beneficial or efficient behavior that would
have occurred even if that allocation had
not been made. In short, put scarce dollars
to work where they'll do the most good.

The policy implications are clear. For
some families, guaranteed student loans at 7
percent were handy funds for investing in
money-market funds yielding 15 percent. In
1981, Congress established a $30,000 income
ceiling above which a “needs test” limits
borrowing to families with genuine need.
The test is not all that severe, and even a
family making $50,000 and sending one
child to an expensive private college would
qualify for $1,000 guaranteed student loan. I
would go further and extend the needs test
to all borrowers, since it is safe to assume
that at least some of the families below the
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$30,000 mark do not seek guaranteed loans
out of need.

Rigorous analysis also tells us that some
forms of aid offer greater incentives to stu-
dents to reach their degrees. Studies have
shown that work-study is the only form of
student aid positively correlated with per-
sistence in school. The Reagan Administra-
tion's 1984 budget calls for a 60 percent
boost in college work-study funds.

Will billions more in Federal student aid
enable the higher-education “market” to
function more efficiently? The number of
18- to 22-year-olds in this country is declin-
ing and will not begin to increase until the
year 2000. Beefed-up aid budgets neither en-
courage individual institutions to operate ef-
ficiently nor assist America's orderly transi-
tion to a time when significantly fewer col-
leges will be needed.

“These programs were expanded not to
meet economic needs but to cater to politi-
cal expressions of wants,"” the student of po-
licital science would say. The dramatic ex-
pansion of student aid in the last decade
arose from a Congressional desire to estab-
lish programs that foster loyal—and de-
pendent—constituencies.

“The road to hell is paved with good in-
tentions,” the history major would warn.
Federal programs begin with vague goals
and then grow substantially: Verifiable re-
sults and clearer objectives seldom accompa-
ny this growth.

The philosophy major would offer the
most thought-provoking observation: “Stu-
dent aid is a privilege, not a right.” A
“right” is vested in individuals or groups,
but “privileges” are earned. The claim of a
“right” to student aid subtly places the re-
sponsibility for an individuals' college edu-
cation on some other actor or institution—in
this case, the Government.

My university’s financial aid program was
administered on the prineiple that aid was a
privilege disbursed according to need and
earned by the student's admission to a com-
petitive university and his willingness to
commit personal resources to his education.
The Administration’s 1984 budget seeks to
reinforce this commitment, by requiring an
explicit self-help contribution from every
student seeking a Federal grant.

Before the next student protestor leaves
for Washington, he should do his student-
ald homework. Uncritical acceptance of
half-truths would earn low marks from a
college professor. Should Federal policy
makers be less discerning?

LSD FOUND TO BE REGAINING
ITS POPULARITY

Mrs. HAWKINS. Mr. President, the
most recent national drug use survey
has revealed a frightening trend—LSD
is regaining its popularity among teen-
agers and young adults. Almost 2 mil-
lion Americans used a hallucinogenic
drug other than marihuana during the
month preceding the survey. About
three-fourths were young adults be-
tween 18 and 25 years old.

Lysergic acid diethylamide (LSD)
and phencyclidine (PCP) are the two
hallucinogenic drugs of greatest con-
cern. Domestic clandestine laborato-
ries produced virtually all of the LSD
and PCP offered for sale. After a con-
tinuing decrease through the Ilate
1970’s, LSD is now making a sharp
comeback on college campuses and
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among the working and middle class in
Boston, Philadelphia, New York,
Miami, Los Angeles, and San Francis-
co. Emergency rooms in hospitals in 26
metropolitan areas monitored by the
Drug Abuse Warning Network of the
National Institute on Drug Abuse have
admitted 4,378 people suffering from
overdoses of LSD in the last 4 years.
The Drug Enforcement Administra-
tion estimates that there are up to 10
times as many LSD overdoses now
than during most of the 1970’s when
this dangerous drug was out of fash-
ion.

The chief of the Dangerous Drug
Unit in the DEA’s Office of Intelli-
gence indicated that LSD traffic now
runs about $20 million a year and
sharply rising.

I ask that a July 21, 1983, Washing-
ton Post article by Thomas O'Toole
entitled “LSD Found to be Regaining
its Popularity” and a July 7, 1983, San
Antonio Light article by Mark Bara-
bak entitled “A West Coast Revival of
LSD Use is Predicted to Spread Across
Nation” be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
REcoRD, as follows:

[From the San Antonio (Tex.) Light, July 7,
19831
A WesT Coast REVIVAL oF LSD Usk Is
PreEDICTED TO SPREAD ACROSS NATION
(By Mark Barabak)

Los AwcELEs.—Young people, skeptical
about “bad trip” drug stories from the psy-
chedelic '60s, are starting an LSD renais-
sance in major cities that will spread across
the nation, a drug expert says.

UCLA psychopharmacologist Dr. Ron
Siegal said Tuesday that the resurgence in
LSD popularity “appears to be ubiquitous
throughout all classes of society and all age
groups, But I would say the majority of the
users we've seen are under 40.

“It’s a recreational use, an infrequent use.
They're used, but infrequently abused."”

Los Angeles police said the highest abuse
seems to be among high school students, at-
tracted by the ease with which hallucino-
gens can be obtained, and by the conven-
ience.

Greater sophistication among drug users,
refinement of hallucinogens and fewer “bad
trips” are responsible for the West Coast
trend toward LSD, PCP and other
psychedelics, Siegal said.

He predicted the trend “will spread grad-
ually throughout the United States by the
end of the decade.”

“We are getting reports of a renaissance
of LSD use in major cities such as New York
and Chicago,” Siegal said, noting users of
the mind-altering drugs are cynical of the
horror stories surrounding psychedelics.

Drugs such as LSD are more refined today
;:jan in the 1960s, making them safer, Siegal

d.

The most popular form apparently is a
single drop of LSD on a postage-stamp size
piece of blotter paper that a user just pops
into his mouth.

Among the horror stories that scared drug
users away from psychedelics were tales of
people who, under the influence of halluci-
nogenic drugs, exhibited bizarre public be-
havior, killed themselves or others, or suf-
fered mental damage.
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Some of the (current) users are aware of
the history of LSD and they're aware a lot
of the horror stories were just that, horror
stories with little scientific validity,” Siegal
said.

Use of potent forms of marijuana, result-
ing in mild hallucinogenic experiences with-
out ill effect, has “tempered the fear and
anxiety many people have about experi-
menting with a hallucinogenic drug,” Siegal
said.

“Their own experience has convinced
them these drugs could be used safely when
handled properly,” Siegal said.

Don Bays, an administrative assistant
with the Los Angeles Police Department,
said there recently has been an enormous
increase in the confiscation of LSD.

So far this year police have seized 112,222
units of LSD—a 3,000 percent increase over
the 3,462 units seized in the first six months
of last year.

Detective Sal Nares, of the police juvenile
narcotics division, said undercover officers
have found it increasingly easy to obtain
large quantities of hallucinogens from
campus pushers.

[From the Washington Post, July 21, 1983]

LSD Founp To BE REGAINING ITS
POPULARITY

(By Thomas O'Toole)

In row after row of padlocked drawers in
an unmarked laboratory in McLean sit
thousands of vials of green, yellow and
purple tablets, LSD seized by Drug Enforce-
ment Administration agents from Long
Island to Los Angeles.

The pills are not remnants of the 1960s,
when “acid” was often the hallucinogen of
choice among college-age, artistic-minded
and middle-class whites.

The LSD in the DEA's lab has been seized
in the last four years, evidence that the
drug is making a strong comeback on college
campuses and among working- and middle-
class whites in Boston, Philadelphia, New
York, Miami, Los Angeles and San Francis-
co.

“There is a whole new generation of kids
growing up today who refuse to believe the
horror stories the generation before them
suffered with LSD," said Dr. Edward Fran-
zosa, chief chemist at the DEA.

They're finding out in growing numbers
what the drug is like, authorities say. Emer-
gency rooms in hospitals in 26 metropolitan
areas monitored by the Drug Abuse Warn-
ing Network of the National Institute on
Drug Abuse have admitted 4,378 people suf-
fering from overdoses of LSD in the last
four years. Three deaths from LSD over-
doses have been reported in the past three
years.

While those numbers do not compare with
the thousands of deaths and mental hospi-
talizations attributed to LSD in the 1960s,
the DEA estimates that there are five to 10
times as many LSD overdoses now than
during most of the 1970s, when the drug
was out of fashion.

One reason the number of LSD-related
deaths remains low is that the doses of the
drug sold on the street are much weaker
than those available in the 1960s, when the
average dose contained 180 micrograms.
Nowadays, dosages run between 10 and 30
micrograms.

The strongest dose sold on the streets is a
purple tablet containing 40 micrograms of
lysergic acid diethylamide.

“These low dosages are still not safe,” said
Eric Rosenquist, chief of the Dangerous
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Drugs Unit in the DEA’s Office of Intelli-
gence. “But they're probably why we're not
seeing the incidents of really bizarre behav-
for we saw from use of the drug in the
1960s, when people thought they could fly
and jumped out of windows."

Rosenquist said that there are about 1.2
million Americans who now use hallucino-
genic drugs, including mesecaline, peyote and
LSD. He said his agency estimates that LSD
traffic now runs about $20 million a year,
nowhere near the sales of drugs like co-
caine, marijuana, heroin, PCP and Qua-
aludes, but a number that is sharply rising.

Not only has the dosage of LSD changed,
50 has the method of its use. In the 1960s,
people generally took LSD when they were
alone or with one other person to experi-
ence ‘““‘the trip,”” where colors swirl, the
senses blend, music acquires an aroma and
colors carry a sound.

In the 1960s, users took LSD as often as
three or four times a week, which made the
practice more dangerous because the drug
can linger in the blood as long as a week and
in fatty tissue even longer.

Today, LSD is generally regarded as a
party drug by users who often take it once a
week in combination with cocaine or alco-
hol.

The main reason that the DEA is alarmed
over a comeback of LSD is that users devel-
op a tolerance for the drug and may begin
turning to higher doses, Rosenquist said.
“The temptation is there right now among
LSD users to increase their inputs. The time
to really start worrying about LSD is when
street doses start rising to tablets containing
100 to 150 micrograms.”

AUGUST 21, 1968—A DAY OF
SHAME

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, August
21 marks the 15th anniversary of the
Soviet invasion of Czechoslovakia. On
this date in 1968, a half million Soviet
and Warsaw Pact troops invaded that
beautiful and peaceful nation and
crushed Alexander Dubcek's reform
movement, which had blossomed since
the Prague spring of that year.

Indeed, this was already the second
occasion since the birth of modern
Czechoslovakia in 1981 that the Com-
munists massively intervened in the
affairs of the Czechoslovakia State. I
felt great outrage and sadness when
the Communists first toppled the gov-
ernment in 1948, and again when they
brutally repressed the Czechoslovak
people in 1968.

This anniversary is truly a Soviet
day of shame. The Soviets, whose in-
vasion was condemned in 1968 even by
many Communists, vowed that their
occupation would endure only until
Czechoslovakia has achieved “normal-
cy.” The Soviets announced the
achievement of “normalcy” in 1971,
but their troops remain on the ground
in Czechoslovakia and they dictate the
State’s repressive, Soviet-style domes-
tic and foreign policies.

All of us who cherish our own free-
dom must remember this sad anniver-
sary. We should applaud all those in
Czechoslovakia and expatriates in the
United States who hold high the hope
that someday their homeland will be
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free of Soviet repression and their gov-
ernment will be willing to uphold its
own laws and international commit-
ments to human rights. There must be
no movement toward assisting Czecho-
slovakia economically, as is desired by
the current Czechoslovak Govern-
ment, until great progress is made in
these areas.

On this anniversary, we pledge our
continuing support of the aspirations
of the Czechoslovak people for free-
dom and basic human rights. We
pledge to remember the heroism and
bravery of the proud Czechoslovak
people. We honor those who work tire-
lessly for the rights of the Czechoslo-
vak people, including my friends of
the Czechoslovak National Council of
America. We shall never forget this
Soviet day of shame, August 21, 1968.

COMPREHENSIVE ORGAN
DONOR NETWORK

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. President,
today I would like to take the opportu-
nity to announce that after the Senate
reconvenes in September, I will intro-
duce legislation creating a comprehen-
sive organ donor network.

As we all know, the greatest hin-
drance to all transplant programs is
the lack of suitable donor organs for
those individuals desperately awaiting
surgery. Many of these patients may
only breathe life for a few more days,
weeks, or may linger for a matter of
months—while their health is steadily
declining moment by moment.

An immediate solution to this tragic
dilemma is to have a well-informed
public and medical community who
comprehend the critical need for
organ donation. The donation of an
organ—the gift of life—must be of-
fered when a family is dealing with a
very traumatic situation—the death of
a loved one.

I became aware and concerned of
the need for this legislation through
repeated contacts with Charles and
Marilyn Fiske of Boston, Mass. The
Fiskes are the parents of Jamie Fiske,
who received a well-publicized liver
transplant last year after her father
made a nationwide plea for a donor at
an appearance before the American
Academy of Pediatrics convention.

Through courage, tenacity and the
proper forum, Charles Fiske was able
to find the vital organ needed to keep
his little girl alive, but think of the
thousands every year who are not so
fortunate.

We must encourage organ donation
and it is imperative that organ dona-
tions are discussed with family and
friends. A cooperative relationship be-
tween an informed public and the
medical community allows for effec-
tive implementation of a national
organ donor network.
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MESSAGES FROM THE
PRESIDENT

Messages from the President of the
United States were communicated to
the Senate by Mr. Saunders, one of his
secretaries.

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES
REFERRED

As in executive session, the Acting
President pro tempore laid before the
Senate messages from the President of
the United States submitting sundry
nominations which were referred to
the Committee on Armed Services.

(The nominations received today are
printed in the end of the Senate pro-
ceedings.)

DEFERRALS OF BUDGET AU-
THORITY—MESSAGE FROM
THE PRESIDENT—PM 70

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid
before the Senate the following mes-
sage from the President of the United
States, together with an accompany-
ing report, which was referred jointly,
pursuant to the order of January 30,
1975, to the Committee on the Budget,
the Committee on Appropriations, the
Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources, and the Committee on the Ju-
diciary:

To the Congress of the United States:

In accordance with the Impound-
ment Control Act of 1974, I herewith
report three new deferrals of budget
authority totaling $16,118,000.

The deferrals affect Energy Activi-
ties and the Department of Justice.

The details of the deferrals are con-
tained in the attached reports.

RoONALD REAGAN.
THE WHITE HoUsE, July 28, 1983.

PRESIDENTIAL APPROVALS

A message from the President of the
United States reported that on July
15, 1983, that he had approved and
signed the following joint resolution:

S.J. Res. 68. Joint resolution to authorize
and request the President to designate July
16, 1983, as “National Atomic Veterans

On July 19, 1983:

8.J. Res. 18. Joint resolution designating
September 22, 1983, as “American Business
Women's Day."”

8.J. Res. 34. Joint resolution designating
“National Reye’'s Syndrome Week."”

On July 22, 1983:

S. 929, An act to amend the act of July 2,
1940, as amended, pertaining to appropria-
tions for the Canal Zone Biological Area.

On July 25, 1983:

S.J. Res. 96. Joint resolution to designate
August 1, 1983, as “Helsinki Human Rights
Day.”

On July 27, 1983:

8.J. Res. 77. Joint resolution designating

“National Animal Agriculture Week.”
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MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE

At 12:24 p.m., a message from the
House of Representatives, delivered by
Mr. Berry, one of its reading clerks,
announced that the House disagrees to
the amendment of the Senate to the
bill (H.R. 2972) to authorize certain
construction at military installations
for fiscal year 1984, and for other pur-
poses; it agrees to the conference
asked by the Senate on the disagree-
ing votes of the two Houses thereon;
and appoints Mr. Price, Mr. DELLUMS,
Mr. MonNTGOMERY, Mr. Kazen, Mr.
Won Par, Mr. DickINsoN, Mr.
KRAMER, and Mr. WHITEHURST as man-
agers of the conference on the part of
the House.

The message also announced that
the House agrees to the report of the
committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on
the amendment of the House to the
amendment of the Senate to the bill
(H.R. 2973) to repeal the withholding
of tax from interest and dividends.

The message further announced
that the House has passed the follow-
ing joint resolutions, without amend-
ment:

S.J. Res. 56. Joint resolution to designate
the month of August 1983 as “National
Child Support Enforcement Month™; and

S.J. Res. 67. Joint resolution to designate
the week of September 25, 1983, through
October 1, 1983, as “National Respiratory
Therapy Week."”

The message also announced that
the House has agreed to the following
concurrent resolution:

S. Con. Res, 35. Concurrent resolution to
authorize the printing as a Senate docu-
ment of a revised edition of “The Capitol.”

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS

The following petitions and memori-
als were laid before the Senate and
were referred or ordered to lie on the
table as indicated:

POM-343. A joint resolution adopted by
the Legislature of the Northern Marianas
Commonwealth;, to the Committee on
Energy and Natural Resources:

“H.J. Res. No. 33

“Whereas, the T.T.P.1. office of Social Se-
curity has been attempting to resolve the
matter of funding the Prior Service Benefit
Program for sometime; and

“Whereas, the T.T.P.1L. office of Social Se-
curity has received final word from the U.S.
Department of Interior that Prior Service
Benefits will not be funded after the official
coréclusion of the Trusteeship Agreement;
an

“Whereas, the T.T.P.1. office of Social Se-
curity initiated a U.S. Congressional lobby
during March, 1983, to encourage official re-
consideration of the prior service funding
decision; and

“Whereas, the T.T.P.I. office of Social Se-
curity has requested the support of the 3rd
Northern Marianas Commonwealth Legisla-
ture, through a joint resolution, in their lob-
bying effort; now, therefore,

“Be its resolved by the House of Represent-
atives of the Third Northern Marianas Com-
monwealth Legislature, Third Regular Ses-
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sion, 1983, the Senale concurring, That the
ongoing lobby to encourage official recon-
sideration of the prior funding decision be,
and hereby is, fully supported by the Third
Northern Marianas Commonwealth Legisla-
ture; and

“Be it further resolved, That the Speaker
of the House of Representatives and the
President of the Senate shall certify and
the House Clerk and Senate Legislative Sec-
retary shall attest to the adoption hereof
and thereafter transmit copies of this house
joint resolution to the President of the
Senate, U.S. Congress; the Speaker of the
House of Representatives, U.S. Congress;
Secretary of the Department of Interior;
the Honorable Janet McCoy, High Commis-
sioner, T.T.P.I.; the Honorable James A.
McClure, Senator; the Honorable Daniel K.
Inouye, Senator; the Honorable Lowell P.
Weicker, Senator; the Honorable Sidney R.
Yates, Congressman; Mr. Jerold F. Facey,
Social Security Administrator TTPI, Mr.
Robert Myers, Consulting Actuary; and the
Honorable Pedro P. Tenorio, Governor of
the Commonwealth of the Northern Mari-
ana Islands.”

POM-344. A resolution adopted by the
House of Representatives of the State of II-
linois; to the Committee on Energy and Nat-
ural Resources;

“House REsoLUTION No. 373

“Whereas, Current federal and State regu-
latory schemes include secondary coal re-
covery operations in the definition of sur-
face mining activities causing all the surface
mine permitting provisions and perform-
ance standards of the State and Federal
programs to be applied to secondary coal re-
covery operations; and

“Whereas, The application of these pro-
gram requirements has caused approximate-
ly 20 secondary coal recovery operations in
Illinois to cease operations and potential op-
erations to not begin due to lack of the
fiscal resources and technical staff or exper-
tise for compliance; and

“Whereas, Program requirements have
had a much greater and more devastating
impact on secondary coal recovery operators
than regular, small surface mine operators
since secondary coal recovery operators do
business in a limited market place where
theéir product sells for only $5 to $6 per ton;
an

“Whereas, It is virtually impossible to
generate the resources to gather all the
data and prepare all the engineering studies
required to obtain a permit under the exist-
ing program and to subsequently comply
with the performance standards of the ex-
isting program as the result of receiving a
permit; and

“Whereas, Secondary coal recovery oper-
ations recover coal from abandoned coal
waste piles (coarse refuse or gob) and slurry
ponds and will be given high priority for
reclamation under the Abandoned Mine
Reclamation program authorized by Title
IV of P.L. 95-87; and

“Whereas, If an affordable permitting and
environmental control provision can be de-
veloped and implemented for secondary coal
recovery operators, many of the abandoned
mine problem sites in the coal producing re-
gions of the State can be reclaimed by pri-
vate enterprise, resulting in Title IV funds
not being spent to reclaim those sites but
being used to reclaim other priority sites;

and

“Whereas, The Abandoned Mine Reclama-
tion program under Title IV can be bol-
stered by secondary coal operators paying
the 35¢ per ton of coal produced reclama-
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tion fee into the reclamation fund, a fiscal
resource lost if the coal had been covered
and revegetated under the Title IV pro-
gram; and

“Whereas, In addition to reclaiming aban-
doned sites and paying into the reclamation
fund, continuance of secondary coal recov-
ery operations will directly provide several
hundred jobs, thousands of dollars in feder-
al, State and local taxes and several hun-
dred jobs in associated industries; and

“Whereas, The utilization and conserva-
tion of the coal resource as mandated by
Section 515(b)1) of the Federal Act will be
maximized by an increase in the number of
secondary carbon recovery operations, with-
out which much of this coal resource will be
rendered unrecoverable under current eco-
nomic conditions; and

“Whereas, There are no valid or logical
reasons why these operations should be
forced out of business and there are numer-
ous reasons for taking action to allow these
operators the opportunity to continue to op-
erate; and

“Whereas, The Illinois General Assembly,
representing all the citizens of the State of
Illinois cannot unilaterally legislate a solu-
tion without federal executive branch ap-
proval;, and

“Whereas, The Illinois Department of
Mines and Minerals is seeking stopgap ad-
ministrative assistance; therefore, be it

“Resolved, by the House of Representa-
tives of the Eighty-third General Assembly of
the State of Illinois, That we hereby request
the United States Congress and the United
States Department of the Interior assist and
support the efforts of the State of Illinois to
arrive at a solution which will repair exist-
ing environmental damage, conserve Aban-
doned Mine Reclamation Funds and create
:gdltional jobs and revenue; and, be it fur-

er

“Resolved, That a copy of this resolution
be transmitted by the Secretary of State of
Illinois to the President of the United
States, the Secretary of the Senate of the
United States, the Clerk of the House of
Representatives of the United States, the
Secretary of the Department of the Interior
and to each member of the Congress from
this State.”

POM-345. A concurrent resolution adopt-
ed by the Legislature of the State of Texas;
to the Committee on Environment and
Public Works:

“House CONCURRENT RESOLUTION

“Whereas, The State of Texas, through
the Texas Air Control Board (“TACB"), has
long been a leader in implementing reasona-
ble and effective air pollution control meas-
ures to protect the health and welfare of
the citizens of the State; and

“Whereas, The federal Clean Air Act
Amendments of 1977 required that the
State of Texas prepare and implement a
state implementation plan (“Plan’) for at-
tainment of federally promulgated National
Ambient Air Quality Standards (“Air Qual-
ity Standards’”) by December 31, 1982, or by
1987 for areas such as Harris County where
compliance could not be demonstrated by
1982, that extension being conditioned on
the adoption of all Reasonably Available
Control Measures and implementation of an
Inspection and Maintenance Program for
automobiles; and

“Whereas, The TACB, with the assistance
of other state and local agencies and in con-
sultation with the Environmental Protec-
tion Agency (“EPA"), has diligently devel-
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oped an effective and reasonable Plan that
meets the requirements of the Clean Air Act
and in the development of that Plan has,
among other things, performed extensive
technical studies and analyses and imple-
mented a pilot program for Inspection and
Maintenance of automobiles; and

“Whereas, the TACB developed a Plan in
1979 that demonstrated attainment of the
Air Quality Standards by December 31,
1982, for all areas of the State except Harris
County (for which attainment could not be
demonstrated by 1982 and for which an ex-
tension to 1987 was necessary), the Gover-
nor submitted that Plan to EPA on April 13,
1979, and EPA approved that Plan with cer-
tain conditions on December 18, 1878, and
March 25, 1980, declaring that the Plan met
the requirements of the Clean Air Act; and

“Whereas, The TACB, in compliance with
the Clean Air Act and in consultation with
the EPA, developed a 1982 Plan for Harris
County demonstrating attainment of the
Air Quality Standards by 1987, and included
in that Plan an Inspection and Maintenance
Program for private automobiles, developed
after careful analysis and study and tailored
to the specific circumstances existing in
Harris County, and the Governor submitted
that Plan to the EPA on December 9, 1982;
and

“Whereas, The EPA on February 3, 1983,
despite acknowledging the overall effective-
ness of the Plan for demonstrating the at-
tainment of Air Quality Standards and de-
spite acknowledging significant air quality
benefits of the State’s proposed Inspection
and Maintenance Program, proposed to
reject the Texas Plan and impose severe
sanctions on Harris County because of al-
leged deficiencies in the Inspection and
Maintenance Program for automobiles; and

“Whereas, The EPA also has alleged that
certain areas in Dallas, Tarrant, Cameron,
Nueces, El Paso, and Harris counties have
not achieved the Air Quality Standards for
certain pollutants by December 31, 1982, as
originally expected, and on February 3,
1983, proposed sanctions for these areas as
well, even though the alleged noncompli-
ance occurred without fault of the State of
Texas or the TACB and despite full imple-
mentation of the approved Plan; and

‘“Whereas, the EPA has claimed that its
actions and the proposed sanctions, which
include a ban on new major industrial devel-
opment and a threat to withhold federal
funds from needed air pollution control pro-
grams, public highway projects, and possi-
bly sewage treatment works, are required by
Congress under the Clean Air Act; and

“Whereas, EPA disapproval and imple-
mentation of sanctions will create severe
economic disruption to the citizens of the
State of Texas including potential increases
in unemployment and will do nothing to
promote air pollution control or to protect
;I;ei tpul:)llc: health or welfare; now, therefore,

“Resolved by the House of Representatives
of the State of Texas, the Senatle concurring,
That the 68th Legislature hereby request
the Congress of the United States of Amer-
fca to act to prevent EPA's proposed actions
by instructing the EPA or if necessary by
amending the Clean Air Act s0 that:

‘(1) states are allowed a reasonable time
to implement additional control measures in
areas that are found not to meet the Air
Quality Standards after December 31, 1982,
despite the implementation of an approved

“(2) states have the flexibility to develop
and adopt alternative inspection and main-
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tenance programs for automobiles at their
discretion as long as attainment of the Air
Quality Standards can otherwise be demon-
strated; and

“(3) no sanctions of any kind may be im-
posed where a state is making good faith ef-
forts to comply with the mandates of the
Clean Air Act and is making continued
progress toward attainment of Air Quality
Standards; and, be it further

“Resolved, That the Texas Secretary of
State forward official copies of this resolu-
tion to the President of the United States,
to the Speaker of the House of Representa-
tives and President of the Senate of the
United States Congress, and to all members
of the Texas delegation to the Congress,
with the request that the resolution be offi-
cially entered into the Congressional Record
as a memorial to the Congress of the United
States of America.”

POM-346. A concurrent resolution adopt-
ed by the Legislature of the State of Texas;
to the Committee on Finance:

“Hovuse CONCURRENT RESOLUTION No. 9

“Whereas, The steel pipe and tube indus-
try provides thousands of jobs in Texas and
other states; and

“Whereas, A reliable domestic supply of
specialty pipe and tube products, including
oil country tubular goods is essential to U.S.
energy exploration and production; and

“Whereas, Rapidly increasing imports of
steel pipe and tube products are a substan-
tial cause of serious injury to steel pipe and
tube producers in Texas and other states;
and

Whereas, This injury will be compounded
by the diversion of steel imports from the
European Community to pipe and tube pro-
ducers as a result of recently negotiated re-
strictions on the importation of other types
of European steel products; and

Whereas, The provisions of a separate ar-
rangement between the United States and
the European Community on the importa-
tion of steel pipe and tube products cannot
be adequately enforced to prevent such di-
version without federal legislation; now,
therefore be it

“Resolved by the House of Representatives
of the State of Texas, the Senate concurring,
That the 68th Legislature hereto respectful-
ly memorialize the Congress of the United
States to enact legislation to prevent the
unwarranted diversion of European Steel
exports to the United States to pipe and
tube products empowering the Secretaries
of Commerce and the Treasury to enforce
the terms of the October 21, 1982, steel pipe
and tube arrangement between the United
States and the European Community; and,
be it further

“Resolved, That a copy of this resolution
shall be forwarded by the Texas Secretary
of State to the President of the United
States, the President of the Senate, and the
Speaker of the House of Representatives of
the United States Congress, and all mem-
bers of the Texas delegation to the Con-
gress with the request that this resolution
be officially entered into the Congressional
Record as a memorial to the Congress of the
United States of America.”

POM-347. A resolution adopted by the
County Board of Supervisors of the County
of Presno, Calif. urging Congress to pass the
Wine Equity Bill of 1983; to the Committee
on Finance,

POM-348. A petition from a citizen of
Concord, N.H. requesting Congress to hold
open hearings on the Missing in Action
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from Vietnam; to the Committee on Foreign
Relations.

POM-349. A resolution adopted by the
House of Representatives of the State of Il-
linois; to the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions:

“House ResoLuTION No. 155

“Whereas, A plastic bullet of the type
being used by British Security Forces in
Northern Ireland is 3% inches long and 1%
inches in diameter, weighs nearly 5 ounces
and, when fired from a gun, travels toward
its target with a muzzle velocity of 160 miles
per hour; and

“Whereas, Far beyond simply disbursing
mobs, these projectiles produce lethal re-
sults, as exemplified by the 1981 toll of the
five children and two other persons who
died, and the more than 160 others who suf-
fered losses of eyes, multiple fractures and
permanent disfigurement after being stuck
by the bullets; and

“Whereas, From 1970 to 1980, British Se-
curity Forces fired 42,669 plastic bullets and
55,834 rubber bullets at Irish civilians—
many of who were children and many of
who were not involved in riot situations; and

“Whereas, In August 1981, the Interna-
tional Tribunal of Inquiry, convened by the
Association of Legal Justice, concluded that
plastic bullets were, indeed, lethal weapons,
and on May 13, 1982, the European Parlia-
ment voted overwhelmingly to ban the use
of plastic bullets in Common Market coun-
tries; and

“Whereas, That alternative methods exist
for quelling riots is proven by the fact that
the British only fire the plastic and rubber
bullets into Nationalist crowds, opting for
subtler means when dealing with Loyalist
disturbances; therefore, be it

“Resolved, by the House of Represenla-
tives of the Eighty-Third General Assembly
of the State of Illinois, That this house sup-
ports the effort currently being made in
Congress to ban plastic bullets, and respect-
fully requests the United States State De-
partment to urge our British allies to cease
the use of plastic and rubber bullets against
Nationalist civilians in Northern Ireland,
and thereby assuage the pointless killing
and maiming now taking place in that trou-
bled land; and be it further

“Resolved, That suitable copies of this
preamble and resolution shall be presented,
respectively, to Secretary of State George
Shultz, Vice President George Bush, in his
capacity as President of the Senate, Speaker
Thomas P. O'Neill and the members of the
Illinois Congressional Delegation.”

POM-350. A petition from a citizen of
Concord, N.H. opposing House Resolution
427, ‘the Gay Bill of Rights"; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

POM-351. A joint resolution adopted by
the Legislature of the State of California; to
the Committee on the Judiciary:

“AssEMBLY JOINT RESoLUTION No. 37

“Whereas, The carnage and destruction
left in California by persons driving motor
vehicles while under the influence of alco-
hol is unacceptable; and

“Whereas, The federal Bankruptey Act of
1978 does not authorize the discharge of an
individual debtor from any debt for willful
and malicious injury by the debtor to an-
other entity or to the property of another
entity; and

“Whereas, Certain federal courts, in bank-
ruptcy proceedings, have determined that
injuries caused by persons driving motor ve-
hicles while under the influence of alcohol
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are not willful and malicious injuries for
purposes of bankruptey law; and

“Whereas, The Congress presently is con-
sidering legislation to revise certain aspects
of bankruptcy law; now therefore, be it

“Resolved by the Assembly and the Senate
of the State of California, jointly, That the
Legislature of the State of California re-
spectfully memorializes the President and
the Congress of the United States to care-
fully consider the possibility of amending
the bankruptey law to discontinue the
policy of permitting the debts of a person,
including a personal injury judgment, re-
sulting from that person's act of driving a
motor vehicle while under the influence of
alcohol to be discharged in a bankruptcy
proceeding; and be it further

“Resolved, That the Chief Clerk of the As-
sembly transmit copies of this resolution to
the President and Vice President of the
United States, to the Speaker of the House
of Representatives, and to each Senator and
Representative from California in the Con-
gress of the United States.”

POM-352. A joint resolution adopted by
the Legislature of the State of Alaska; to
the Committee on the Judiciary:

“RESOLUTION

“Whereas the first action of the Alaska
Territorial Legislature in 1913 was to give
women the right to vote; and

“Whereas in 1872, shortly after the Equal
Rights Amendment was passed by the
United States Congress, Alaska was among
the first states to ratify the proposed
amendment; and

“Whereas, effective October 14, 1972, the
Constitution of the State of Alaska was
amended by a vote of the people to include
a provision that no person is to be denied
the enjoyment of any civil or political right
because of sex; and

“Whereas the 1972 state constitutional
amendment guaranteeing the rights of
women has already enhanced the ability of
all citizens, not just women, to achieve their
full potential; and

“Whereas negative results predicted by
opponents of the state provision guarantee-
ing the rights of women have not material-
ized; and

“Whereas the 1972 constitutional amend-
ment has not presented difficulties but
rather has eliminated some long-standing
discriminatory practices against women in
our state; and

“Whereas the people of a state are free
and equal only when all citizens enjoy the
same rights; and

“Whereas the people of the State of
Alaska wish to have the Congress again pro-
pose an Equal Rights Amendment to the
states for their consideration; and

‘“Whereas adoption of this resolution does
not minimize the state’s support of and
belief in traditicnal American family values:

“Be it resolved By the Alaska State Legis-
lature that Congress is respectfully request-
ed to again propose an amendment to the
United States Constitution guaranteeing
equal rights to all women in our nation.

“Copies of this resolution shall be sent to
the Honorable George Bush, Vice-President
of the United States and President of the
U.8. Senate; the Honorable Thomas P,
O'Neill, Jr., Speaker of the U.S. House of
Representatives; and to the Honorable Ted
Stevens and the Honorable Frank Murkow-
ski, U.S. Senators, and the Honorable Don
Young, U.S. Representative, members of the
Alaska delegation in Congress.”
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REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

The following reports of committees
were submitted:

By Mr. STAFFORD, from the Committee
on Environment and Public Works, without
amendment:

8. 1696. An original bill authorizing three
additional Assistant Administrators of the
Environmental Protection Agency (Rept.
No. 98-196).

By Mr. MATHIAS, from the Committee
on Rules and Administration, without
amendment:

S. J. Res. 103. Joint resolution to provide
for the appointment of Jeannine Smith
Clark as a citizen regent of the Board of Re-
gents of the Smithsonian Institution (Rept.
No. 98-197).

S. Res. 150. Resolution authorizing the
printing of additonal copies of the Joint
Committee print entitled “Changing Eco-
nomics of Agriculture: Challenge and Prepa-
ration for the 1980's.” (Rept No. 98-198).

By Mr. MATHIAS, from the Committee
on Rules and Administration, without
amendment:

S. Res. 184. An original resolution relating
to the Senate page program (Rept No. 98-
199).

By Mr. MATHIAS, from the Committee
on Rules and Administration, without
amendment and with a preamble:

S. Con. Res. 59. An original concurrent
resolution to authorize the Librarian of
Congress to study the changing role of the
book in the future (Rept No. 98-200).

By Mr. MATHIAS, from the Committee
on Rules and Administration, with amend-
ments:

H.R. 3034. A bill to provide for appoint-
ment and education of congressional pages,
and for other purposes (Rept No. 98-201).

By Mr. MATHIAS, from the Committee
on Rules and Administration, without
amendment and with a preamble:

H. Con. Res. 126. Concurrent resolution
providing for the commemoration of the
100th anniversary of the birth of Harry S.
Truman.

By Mr. MATHIAS, from the Committee
on Rules and Administration, without
amendment:

8. Res. 186. An original resolution to pay a
gratuity to Katherine C. Ahlers.

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF
COMMITTEES

The following executive reports of
commmittee were submitted:

By Mr. TOWER, from the Committee on
Armed Services:

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, from
the Committee on Armed Services, I
report favorably the following nomi-
nations: Maj. Gen. Leo Marquez, U.S.
Air Force, to be lieutenant general,
Vice Adm. Thomas J. Bigley, U.S.
Navy (age 55), to be placed on the re-
tired list, Lt. Gen. Richard E. Mer-
kling, U.S. Air Force (age 57), to be
placed on the retired list, Maj. Gen.
Clarence E. McKnight, Jr., U.S. Army,
to be lieutenant general, Lt. Gen. Lyn-
wood E. Clark, U.S. Air Force (age 54),
to be placed on the retired list, and
Maj. Gen. Bruce K. Brown, U.S. Air
Force, to be lieutenant general. I ask
that these names be placed on the Ex-
ecutive Calendar.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, in addi-
tion, in the Air Force there are five
permanent promotions to the grade of
colonel (list begins with Barry D.
Guyse), James E. Cobean to be ap-
pointed to the grade of lieutenant
colonel in the Air Force, in the Army
Reserve there are 347 promotions to
the grade of colonel and below (list
begins with James P. Batista), in the
Navy there are 866 promotions to the
grade of commander (list begins with
Dianne M. Abruzzo), in the Marine
Corps there are 66 permanent appoint-
ments to the grade of colonel (list
begins with Tommy L. Adair), in the
Air Force Reserve there are 12 promo-
tions from the Air National Guard to
the grade of lieutenant colonel (list
begins with David A. Beasley), in the
Air Force Reserve there are 34 ap-
pointments to the grade of colonel and
below (list begins with Karel B. Abso-
lon), in the Air Force there are five ap-
pointments to the grade of second
lieutenant (list begins with Scott L.
Brummett), in the Army there are 28
appointments to the grade of major
and below (list begins with James N.
Stearns, Jr.), in the Army there are 12
permanent promotions/appointments
to the grade of lieutenant colonel and
below (list begins with Larry E.
Caylor), in the Army there are six per-
manent promotions/appointments to
the grade of colonel and below (list
begins with Stanford W. Hickman), in
the Marine Corps there are four per-
manent appointments to the grade of
second lieutenant (list begins with
Robert H. Caldwell), in the Naval Re-
serve there are 451 permanent promo-
tions to the grade of captain (list
begins with Gary W. Aaron), and in
the Navy there are 1,643 promotions
to the grade of lieutenant commander
(list begins with Gerald P. Abbott).
Since these names have already ap-
peared in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD
and to save the expense of printing
again, I ask unanimous consent that
they be ordered to lie on the Secre-
tary’'s desk for the information of any
Senator.

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, July 11, July
14, and July 21, 1983, at the end of the
Senate proceedings.)

By Mr. ROTH, from the Committee on
Governmental Affairs:

James Brian Hyland, of Virginia, to be In-
spector General, Department of Labor.

(The above nomination was reported
from the Committee on Governmental
Affairs with the recommendation that
it be confirmed subject to the nomi-
nee's commitment to respond to re-
quest to appear and testify before any
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duly constituted committee of the
Senate.)

By Mr. HELMS, from the Committee on
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry:

Paul I. Enns, of California, to be a
member of the Federal Farm Credit Board,
Farm Credit Adminstration for a term ex-
piring March 31, 1989;

Daniel G. Amstutz, of New York, to be a
member of the Board of Directors of the
Commodity Credit Corporation; and

Joseph Alison Kyser, of Alabama, to be a
member of the Federal Farm Credit Board,
Farm Credit Administration, for a term ex-
piring March 31, 1989.

(The above nominations were report-
ed from the Committee on Agricul-
ture, Nutrition, and Forestry with the
recommendation that they be con-
firmed, subject fo the nominees’ com-
mitment to respond to requests to
appear and testify before any duly
constituted committee of the Senate.)

By Mr. MATHIAS, from the Committee
on Rules and Adminstration:

Joan D. Aikens, of Pennsylvania, to be a
member of the Federal Election Commis-
sion for a term expiring April 30, 1989; and

John Warren McGarry, of Massachusetts,
to be a member of the Federal Election
Commission for a term expiring April 30,
1989 (Exec. Rept. No. 98-17)

(The above nominations were report-
ed from the Committee on Rules and
Administration with the recommenda-
tion that they be confirmed subject to
the nominees’ commitment to respond
to request 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 Mrs. KASSEBAUM:

S. 1693. A bill to amend the International
Aviation Facilities Act in order to insure the
continued preeminence of the U.S. air
safety leadership role in the world and, in
furtherance thereof, to facilitate and pro-
mote the sale of U.S. manufactured aero-
space products in world commerce, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation.

By Mr. LAXALT (for himself and Mr.
HecHT):

S. 1694. A bill to declare that the United
States holds certain lands in trust for the
Las Vega Paiute Tribe; to the Select Com-
mittee on Indian Affairs.

By Mr. CRANSTON (for himself, Mr.
HecHT, Mr. LaxaLr, Mr., SIMPSON,
and Mr. ZORINSKY):

S. 1695. A bill to amend the National
Trails System Act by authorizing for study
the Pony Express Trail under the provisions
of the act; to the Committee on Energy and
Natural Resources.

By Mr. STAFFORD:

S. 1696. An original bill authorizing three
additional Assistant Administrators of the
Environmental Protection Agency; from the
Committee on Environment and Public
‘Works; placed on the calendar.
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By Mr. HOLLINGS:

S. 1697. A bill to amend the Military Serv-
ice Act to provide for the reinstitution of
the registration and classification of persons
under such act and to reinstate the author-
ity of the President to induct persons invol-
untarily into the Armed Forces, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Armed
Services.

By Mr. WILSON (for himself and Mr.
CRANSTON):

S. 1698. a bill to amend the Internal Reve-
nue Code of 1954 to provide an alternative
method of allocation of property taxes for
cooperative housing corporations; to the
Committee on Finance.

By Mr. DOLE (for himself, Mr. Do-
MENICI, Mr. DURENBERGER, Mr.
D'Amato, Mr. JepseN, Mr. MATSU-
NAGA, and Mr. BAucus):

8. 1699. A bill to amend title XVIII of the
Social Security Act to provide medicare cov-
erage of hepatitis B vaccine for vaccine for
end stage renal disease patients; to the Com-
mittee on Finance.

By Mrs. HAWKINS:

S. 1700. A bill to amend the Employee Re-
tirement Income Security Act of 1974 and
the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 to pro-
vide greater protection to spouses under pri-
vate pension plans, and to amend such Code
to repeal the earned income limitation on
the deduction for retirement savings, to es-
tablish displaced homemakers as a targeted
group for the purposes of computing credit
for employment of certain new employees,
and to provide a credit for household and
dependent care services for individuals per-
forming substantial volunteer services;, to
the Committee on Finance.

By Mr. McCLURE (for himself, Mr.
Jacksown, Mr. Bavcus, Mr. GORTON,
and Mr. SYMNMS):

S. 1701. A bill to impose specific directions
on the Bonneville Power Administration; to
the Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources.

By Mr. DOLE:

S. 1702. A bill to amend the Hostage
Relief Act of 1980 to give the provisions of
such Act permanent effect, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Finance.

By Mr. JEPSEN;

8. 1703. A bill to require the Commodity
Credit Corporation to accept under certain
conditions during fiscal years 1984, and 1985
offers to exchange needed strategie and crit-
ical materials for surplus dairy stocks; to
the Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition,
and Forestry.

By Mr. ROTH (for himself, Mr.
CHAFEE, and Mr. INOUYE):

S. 1704. A bill to encourage the expansion
of the international trade in services, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on Fi-
nance.

By Mr. MOYNIHAN (for himself, Mr.

D'AMATO):

S. 1705. A bill to modify Federal land ac-
quisition and disposal policies carried out
with respect to Fire Island National Sea-
shore, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Natural Resources.

By Mr. RIEGLE (for himself and Mr.
KENNEDY):

5.J. Res. 137. Joint resolution to designate
April 7, 1984, as “World Health Day"; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. ZORINSKY:

S.J. Res. 138. A joint resolution to estab-
lish a Commission on Teacher Education; to
the Committee on Labor and Human Re-
sources.

By Mr. MOYNIHAN (for himself, Mr.
D’'AmaTo, and Mr,. BAKER):
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S.J. Res. 139. A joint resolution to com-
memorate the centennial of Eleanor Roose-
velt’s birth; to the Committee on Energy
and Natural Resources.

SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT
AND SENATE RESOLUTIONS

The following concurrent resolutions
and Senate resolutions were read, and
referred (or acted upon), as indicated:

By Mr. MATHIAS:

S. Res. 184. An original resolution relating
to the Senate page program, from the Com-
mittee on Rules and Administration; placed
on the calendar.

By Mr. DENTON (for himself, Mr.
DeConcini, and Mr. HATCH):

S. Res. 185. A resolution establishing a
temporary Special Committee on the
Family, Youth and Children; to the Com-
mittee on Rules and Administration.

By Mr. MATHIAS:

S. Res. 186. An original resolution to pay a
gratuity to Katherine C. Ahlers; from the
Committee on Rules and Administration;
placed on the calendar.

S. Con. Res. 59. An original concurrent
resolution to authorize the Librarian of
Congress to study the changing role of the
book in the future; from the Committee on
Rules and Administration; placed on the cal-
endar.

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

By Mrs. KASSEBAUM:

S. 1693. A bill to amend the Interna-
tional Aviation Facilities Act in order
to insure the continued preeminence
of the United States’ air safety leader-
ship role in the world and, in further-
ance thereof, to facilitate and promote
the sale of U.S. manufactured aero-
space products in world commerce,
and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

UNITED STATES INTERNATIONAL AVIATION
SUFPPORT ACT OF 1983

Mrs. KEASSEBAUM. Mr. President,
today I am introducing legislation to
enhance the international aviation
programs of the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration (FAA). This legislation
has been drafted in response to the
growing concern of both Government
and aerospace industry leaders about
the ability of American aviation manu-
facturers to meet the challenge of for-
eign, government-subsidized competi-
tion.

The importance of sustaining the
U.S. share of the world market for
aviation products is self-evident in the
fact that foreign sales of aircraft, en-
gines, radars, computers, communica-
tion equipment, and engineering/
design services has been, and still is
the biggest single source of foreign ex-
change next to agricultural products.

Until recently, the United States en-
joyed a near 90-percent share of the
world aviation market. However, the
traditional leadership of the United
States in this area is now under seri-
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ous challenge. The competitors are
primarily located in Europe—large,
State-assisted aerospace manufactur-
ers—who, with considerable financial
help from their governments for both
developmental costs and purchase fi-
nancing, have been able to market
technically respectable products and
services. Similar trends are in incipient
stages in other parts of the world. The
FAA can be a legitimate vehicle to
support U.S. industry.

Traditionally, the FAA has set the
standard for aviation safety regulation
the world over. FAA certificates of all
kinds have been literally prized
throughout the world. Countries seek-
ing to setup or enhance their air traf-
fic control systems have wanted to
know how we do it. Foreign airlines
have sought FAA-certificated aircraft,
pilots and repair stations because they
know that if it is done according to the
FAA book it is done right and that
their flights will be safe and reliable.
Moreover, once they establish such
systems, they have asked us to assure
that they continue to operate in con-
cert with our standards. A current ex-
ample of this desire to be a part of the
FAA System emanates from Saudi
Arabia, where the national airline has
insisted that FAA regulatory practices
govern their flight operations.

In addition to enhancing the safety
and reliability of international avia-
tion, this reliance on American regula-
tory standards has important ancillary
benefits for U.S. manufacturers.

The reliance on American standards
encourages and supports the use of
American manufactured planes, parts,
and related services. Foreign manufac-
turers seek American partners for
their new projects, not only to spread
the financial risk but also because
they know the Americans, whose prod-
ucts must always meet FAA's high
standards, know how to build safe and
reliable airplanes.

Foreign aviation regulatory authori-
ties are actively assisting their local
aerospace industries in efforts to
secure contracts the world over.
Present legislation does not give FAA
the freedom to act in behalf of U.S.
firms, and provides no funds for such
support.

In France, Sofereavia-Societe Fran-
cais d’Estudes et de Realisations d'E-
quipment Aeronautiques and the Aer-
oport de Paris are working hard to de-
velop overseas markets for French ex-
porters of aviation infrastructure
equipment and services.

The range of Sofereavia’s services is
considerable, including feasibility
studies and aviation system plans,
turnkey contracts, flight inspection,
and training of foreign nationals. Sev-
enteen field offices support the provi-
sion of these services to 33 countries.
The Aeroport de Paris is conducting
similar technical cooperation pro-
grams in 11 countries.
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Recently, Great Britain, witnessing
the success of such programs in
France, has instituted a similar ap-
proach to worldwide sales. The United
Kingdom Department of Trade has
helped to form a consortium of airport
and airways equipment manufacturers
to enhance the potential for export
sales. The British consortium just an-
nounced its first contract—a $26 mil-
lion order from Brazil for air traffic
control equipment to be used on air-
ports at Sao Paulo and Belo Horizante.

As in the Sofreavia-Aeroport de
Paris examples, the Government is in-
volved not only from the organization-
al standpoint but also in the crucial
area of financing. Much of the finanec-
ing for the Brazilian deal is covered by
the U.S. Export Credits Guarantee De-
partment and placed by the Lazard
Brothers of London. As a result, the
project will be financed over 10 years
at a 7.75-percent interest rate—slightly
over half of current U.S. prime.

The United States International
Aviation Support Act of 1983 responds
to these challenges. However, the
challenges contemplated by the act do
not constitute a significant change in
American aviation policy. Federal law
has always directed the Administrator
of the FAA and its predecessor agen-
cies to foster and promote civil avia-
tion both domestically and interna-
tionally. Nor does it institute a pro-
gram of heavy handed governmental
intrusion, whether by regulation or
subsidy, into the private sector. What
it does do is provide the authority to
the Secretary of Transportation to
expand existing programs and create
new ones which entail cooperative ef-
forts between FAA and the U.S. firms
seeking markets abroad. Further, it
provides the Secretary with additional
authority to meet the continuing
demand for FAA technical assistance,
thereby insuring that the FAA's
worldwide regulatory preeminence is
maintained. Finally, the Ilegislation
creates a funding mechanism whereby
the beneficiaries of the international
aviation programs will help support
them, so the bill entails minimal new
costs for the Government.

I am also submitting a detailed sec-
tion-by-section analysis for the record
specifying the legislative changes de-
signed to meet these goals, and I ask
unanimous consent that it be printed
in the RECORD.

I hope my colleagues will agree that
this legislation represents an impor-
tant step in addressing the challenge
to American aviation leadership and
will work with me to seek its early en-
actment.

There being no objection, the analy-
sis was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows;
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SECTION-BY-SECTION ANALYSIS—THE UNITED
STATES INTERNATIONAL AVIATION SUPPORT
Act oF 1983

SECTION 1

Provides that the Act may be cited as the
“United States International Aviation Sup-
port Act of 1983."”

SECTION 2

Provides a declaration of policy designed
to assure the Administrator that agency
programs undertaken to “foster and pro-
mote” are consistent with Congressional
intent. Furthermore, the language is de-
signed to reinforce the concept that such ac-
tivities are not inconsistent with the agen-
cy’s safety responsibilities nor existing trade
and economic policy. All in all, the language
is meant to convey the concept that a policy
of “foster and promote” programs is not a
new program, but rather is a reaffirmation
of long-standing Congressional guidance.
The importance of this proposal is that an
undated approach to the challenge of in-
creased competition is needed, and that we
undertake these programs cognizant of our
traditional policies and values, i.e., free
trade and minimal government intrusion
into the affairs of business.

SECTION 3

This section is meant to augment general
authorities granted the Administrator
through the Secretary under Section 303 of
the Federal Aviation Act. It again reaffirms
that the Administrator's actions are to be
consistent with existing law and also
“United States Foreign Policy Goals”. This
reference is intended to reinforce the long
tradition of cooperation between the State
Department and the FAA in the conduct of
FAA international programs.

Subsection (1) authorizes the Secretary to
add to the effectiveness of the FAA's techni-
cal assistance programs to foreign regula-
tory authorities, and to continue to provide
FAA certificates to qualified non-U.S. citi-
zens and facilities. This is designed to pro-
vide clear authority to expand such activi-
ties through, for example, the commitment
of additional personnel and resources. By so
doing, the agency will be in a better position
to support U.S. products abroad.

Subsection (2) provides explicit authority
for the Secretary to expand existing pro-
grams and institute new ones designed to
assist U.S. firms in their efforts to export
aerospace products and services. Subpara-
graphs (A), (B), and (D) suggest specific, but
not exclusive ways in which to accomplish
this goal.

Subparagraph (A) authorizes the Secre-
tary to invite the active participation of U.S.
firms in the agency's technical assistance
programs with foreign governments. Activi-
ties contemplated under this subparagraph
would include cooperative FAA-U.S. indus-
try efforts to provide a full range of consult-
ative and management services to request-
ing foreign aviation authorities.

Subparagraph (B) allows the Secretary to
actively assist U.S. firms in their efforts to
successfully bid on foreign projects. Such
assistance could range from consultations
regarding the appropriate personnel to con-
tact in the foreign government or aviation
concerns to technical assistance in the prep-
cration of bids.

Subparagraph (C) allows the agency to
continue, if the parties so desire, to play a
role in the execution of a contract entered
into between U.S. firms and a foreign gov-
ernment. For example, the FAA could,
under this provision, agree to provide con-
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tinuing regulatory oversight over a foreign
operator of U.S. aircraft or air trafic control
equipment.

Subparagraph (D) authorizes the Secre-
tary to assist U.8. firms in developing train-
ing programs designed to enhance foreign
sales, It is contemplated that such activities
might include the provision of FAA person-
nel for training seminars or the provision of
appropriate FAA studies which would be
relevant to such efforts.

Subsection (b) provides explicit authority
to allow the Secretary to establish such reg-
ulations as are necessary to carry out the
policy and provisions of the Act.

SECTION 4

Amends certain provisions of the Interna-
tional Aviation Facilities Act in order to
carry out the goals of the United States
International Aviation Support Act of 1983.

Subsection (a) amends Section (5) of the
International Aviation Facilities Act. This is
the section of current law that allows the
Secretary to accept payment for technical
assistance and other international activities.

The amendments change current law in
two basic ways.

First, the scope of the activities for which
the Secretary can receive payments is
broadened to include those new activities
which are contemplated by the United
States International Aviation Support Act
of 1883. Further, the amendment allows
Secretary to receive payment from “‘per-
sons,” thereby allowing him to charge pri-
vate firms both foreign and domestic for
international activities undertaken pursuant
to this Act. The Secretary is also author-
ized, if he so finds, to provide services on a
non-reimbursable basis or on a recovery of
expense basis, This would permit assistance
to U.8. firms in endeavors which exclusively
would benefit that company if the manufac-
turer seeks the assistance of the FAA where
such manufacturer is encountering competi-
tion from foreign manufacturers which are
directly or indirectly supported by the for-
eign govenment. The amendment explicitly
refers to activities undertaken pursuant to
Section (3XaX2) of the Act, therefore con-
templating that the cost of FAA interna-
tional assistance programs aimed at enhanc-
ing U.S. sales opportunities abroad could be
;elmhursed by the beneficiaries of those ef-
orts.

Secondly, the amendment defines the
term “funds” (subparagraph (2)) in such a
way as to include the provision of “in kind
services” incident to the activities undertak-
en pursuant to this Act. This would allow
FAA personnel to accept meals and lodging
in the course of their duties undertaken
pursuant to this Act. As the policy state-
ments in Section 2 make clear, these activi-
ties are not seen to be in conflict with the
safety regulatory mission of the FAA.
Therefore the acceptance of such “in kind"
services would not constitute an improper
conflict or appearance of a conflict of inter-
est on the part of those employees who were
authorized to accept them.

This provision of law has always been per-
missive, i.e., the Secretary has never been
required to charge for such services. The
amendment does not change this policy.
Indeed, subparagraph (3) is included to un-
derscore the fact that in certain cases where
the Secretary determines that the interests
of safety and the prospects for the sale of
U.S. firms would be enhanced by the activi-
ty, but payment is not feasible, then it need
not be required.

Subsection (b) amends Section 11 of the
International Aviation Facilities Act to in-
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clude, in the protections of that section, any
operators of U.S. registered aircraft. Cur-
rent law applies only to air carriers. Thus,
business or other privately owned aircraft
which are discriminated against could avail
themselves of the protections in Section 11.

Subsection (c) adds a new definition to the
International Aviation Facilities Act, that of
a “person.” This, in turn, serves to clarify
the amendments to Section 5, which, as dis-
cussed above, would allow the Secretary to
accept payment from “persons.” The Defini-
tion is patterned after that in the Federal
Aviation Act.

SECTION 5

This section permits the FAA Administra-
tor to establish an exchange of persons pro-
gram with foreign aviation authorities and
aerospace industries. It is a two-way street
which will improve understanding and rap-
port in the international aviation communi-
ty. Through the marketing of the compe-
tence of our systems, we will be selling for-
eign governments the quality of the U.S.
products which support them.

SECTION &

Creates a special fund in the U.S. Treas-
ury to finance the activities undertaken pur-
suant to its provisions. The provision is pat-
terned after the legislation creating the Air-
port and Airway Trust Fund.

Subsection (b) provides that funds re-
ceived under the International Aviation Fa-
cilities Act (and therefore any funds re-
ceived under activities undertaken pursuant
to this Act) are to be deposited in the fund.
This replaces existing language in Section 5
which provides that such funds are to be
credited against current appropriations.

Subsection (c¢) allows the Secretary of
State to make contributions to the fund
from foreign assistance funds when he be-
lieves they may be utilized to carry out
projects which would further the foreign
policy goals of the United States. The provi-
sion allows the Secretary of State, in
making such transfers, to require that they
be spent on specific projects. Provision is
also made to transfer some or all of the
funds received in landing fees at the two
Federally operated airports to the fund.

Subsection (d) modifies Section 45 of the
Airline Deregulation Act to accommodate
changes made in existing law by this Act. It
is not intended to alter the current prohibi-
tion against charges for domestic certifica-
tion activities but provides for deposit of
funds received by the FAA certification
services provided outside the United States
in connection with airman, aircraft and air
agencies.

Subsection (e) authorizes the acceptance
and deposit of funds of private contribu-
tions given to further the purposes of the
Act.

Subsection (f) provides that funds not
needed to meet current withdrawals shall be
invested. The language describing the types
of investments that are permitted, subsec-
tion (g) regarding the sale of obligations and
(h) regarding the deposit of interest to the
fund track similar provisions regarding the
Airport and Airways Trust Fund and are in-
tended to have the same import as those
provisions. (See section 208 of the Airport
and Airways Revenue Act of 1970.)

Subsection (i) provides the authority for
the Secretary of Transportation to make ex-
penditures from the fund necessary to carry
out the purposes of the Act, including sala-
ries and related expenses.
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By Mr. LAXALT (for himself
and Mr. HECHT):

S. 1694. A bill to declare that the
United States holds certain lands in
trust for the Las Vegas Paiute Tribe;
to the Select Committee on Indian Af-
fairs.

LAS VEGAS PAIUTE TRIBE LANDS TRUST

@ Mr. LAXALT. Mr. President, I intro-
duce for appropriate reference a bill to
transfer in trust to the Las Vegas
Paiute Tribe some 3,840 acres of public
domain lands in Nevada. I am joined
by my distinguished colleague, Sena-
tor HecHT, in proposing this bill.

The Las Vegas Paiute Tribe needs an
additional land base on which to pro-
vide for the future economic develop-
ment of the tribe and for the housing
and community service needs of its
members.

The tribe has undertaken an ambi-
tious and far-sighted planning effort
for the future. However, its economic
and development goals cannot be met
within the confines of the present
small 12%-acre colony area. The tribe,
with the assistance of the Bureau of
Indian Affairs, sometime back deter-
mined that a vacant tract of the public
domain located northwest of Las
Vegas, and comprising some 3,840
acres, would facilitate the tribe's ef-
forts. That land is the subject of this
bill,

I have been impressed by the ambi-
tious and determined efforts of the
tribe’s leadership to provide economic
opportunities, maintain the tribe’s cul-
tural and spiritual heritage, and pro-
vide for the housing and social services
of its members. It is appropriate that
the Federal Government, under its
long-held trust responsibility to Indi-
ans, assist Indian communities where
it can do so consistent with its respon-
sibilities to the Nation.

The tribe has diligently worked to
justify the transfer by submitting an
overall plan for the land. It has
worked closely with local and county
governments and with all private par-
ites with an interest in the land to
insure that the tribe’s goals are under-
stood. There is a unanimity of support
among the parties for this effort. All
existing rights will be protected. The
unanimity of local and State support
for the tribe in this proposal has been
most encouraging.

The land involved is part of the ab-
original lands occupied by the Paiutes
prior to the coming of settlers and has
historic and spiritual significance to
tribal members.

The Congress can facilitate a worthy
public purpose by giving the tribe an
opportunity for growth through self-
reliance and the development of the
talents of its members through this
legislation.e
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By Mr. CRANSTON (for him-
self, Mr. HEcHT, Mr. SIMPSON,
and Mr. LAXALT):

S. 1695. A bill to amend the National
Trails System Act by authorizing for
study the Pony Express Trail under
the provisions of the act; to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources.

FPONY EXPRESS TRAIL

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr, President, I
introduce for appropriate reference a
bill to authorize a study of the Pony
Express Trail for possible inclusion in
the national trails system.

The Pony Express represents an im-
portant segment in the development
of our Nation. It was the first rapid
transit and the first fast mail line
across the continent from the Missouri
River to the Pacific coast. The Pony
Express, furthermore, is one of the
best known symbols of courage, enter-
prise and the conviction that anything
is possible when it is for the common
good. The service provided by the
Pony Express was instrumental in
binding our young country together,
in linking the far West to the more
populous East at a time when overland
travel was slow and cumbersome and
when the impending Civil War made
the rapid communication of news be-
tween these sections a necessity.

There were 190 stations spaced some
15 miles apart with 400 horses, as
many stationmen and assistants, and
approximately 80 riders served the
Pony Express. It was like a giant relay.
At each station the riders were given 2
minutes in which to transfer the sad-
dlebags to fresh ponies and be on their
way again. After riding a certain dis-
tance, one rider would hand the mail
over to another and so on until the
destination was reached. This relay
continued day and night during both
summer and winter through some of
the wildest regions of the country.

The Pony Express Trail extended
from St. Joseph, Mo., to Sacramento,
Calif. In general, the route followed
the well-known California-Oregon
Trail by way of Fort Kearny and
Scottsbluff (Nebraska); Fort Laramie,
South Pass, and Fort Bridger (Wyo-
ming); and Salt Lake City (Utah).
From there the trail went around the
southern end of the Great Salt Lake,
by way of Fort Churchill and Carson
City (Nevada), and Placerville to Sac-
ramento (California).

The 22-day delivery time of the pre-
vious overland mail route was cut vir-
tually in half by the Pony Express.
Initially, its delivery schedule was set
at 10 days for 8 months of the year
and 12 days during the winter season.
These times soon were lowered to 8
and 10 days respectively. An average
speed of 10 miles, including stops, had
to be maintained on the summer
schedule. In the winter a speed of 8
miles an hour was sustained despite
deep snows. The best record set by the
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Pony Express was in delivering a copy
of President Lincoln's inaugural ad-
dress across the country in March
1861. Lincoln’s speech arrived in Sac-
ramento, Calif., from St. Joseph, Mo.—
a distance of 1,966 miles—in just 7
days and 17 hours.

Nonetheless, actual mail service via
the Pony Express lasted a brief 19
months. Yet that period from April 3,
1860, when the first mail pouch and
rider left St. Joseph, Mo. to October
24, 1861, when the Pony Express was
officially ended, represents one of the
most colorful episodes in American
history. Certainly the deep impression
the Pony Express made on the times
belies its short duration. It marked the
highest advancement in overland
travel to its time and made clear that
a central route across the continent
would expedite the carrying of the
mail to the west coast.

Over the years the progression of
our postal service has been a vital
force in the evolution of our country.
This service followed the covered
wagons with means of communication
that maintained the early settlers’
contacts with the families and friends
they had left behind. It has been said
that without this postal service, the
development of the West may have
been delayed for many years. The dis-
covery of gold in California fueled the
West's demand for rapid communica-
tion with the East, a demand that was
intolerable of slow convoys or ships
and that could not wait for railroad
construction or the extension of the
telegraph.

The Pony Express, however, proved
the feasibility of a transcontinental
railroad and paved the way for the
first such rail to span the country 9
years later. The Pony Express demon-
strated that such a line could be built
and operated year round—a feat previ-
ously regarded as impossible. Not sur-
prisingly, completion of the transcon-
tinental telegraphic line long preceded
the cross-country railroad. On October
24, 1861, it was the telegraph that es-
corted the Pony Express formally out
of existence. On that date, the two tel-
egraphic lines being built across the
continent—one from Missouri and one
from California—were joined. Mes-
sages could be sent from coast to coast
and the need for the Pony Express no
longer existed.

As the humming telegraph wires and
roaring railroad took over its task, the
Pony Express passed into Ilegend.
Nonetheless, it continues to be an ex-
citing chapter in the Nation’s history.
The operation of the Pony Express
was a supreme achievement of physi-
cal endurance on the part of men and
their horses. Its history is truly a trib-
ute to American courage and Ameri-
can organizing genius. The romance,
courage, endurance, and individual ex-
ploits which the routine operations of
the Pony Express involved, along with
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its relationship to issues of nationwide
importance, make it well worth re-
membering. In view of its well-estab-
lished historical and cultural values,
Mr. President, I believe the Pony Ex-
press route merits study to determine
the suitability and feasibility of its
designation as a national historic trail
and inclusion in the National Trails
System.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill be print-
ed at this point in the REcORD.

There being no objection, the bill
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

S. 1695

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That Sec-
tion 5 (¢) of the National Trails System Act
is amended be adding at the end thereof the
following: “( ) Pony Express Trail, extend-
ing from St. Joseph, Missouri through Ne-
braska, Wyoming, Utah and Nevada to Sac-
ramento, California.

By Mr. HOLLINGS:

S. 1697. A bill to amend the Military
Selective Service Act to provide for
the reinstitution of the registration
and classification of persons under
such act and to reinstate the authority
of the President to induct persons in-
voluntarily into the Armed Forces,
and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services.

REINSTITUTION OF THE DRAFT

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I
rise today to introduce legislation rein-
stituting the military draft. We need
the draft for many reasons—most im-
portantly, we need it in order to
remain true to the ideals which built
this country.

President Reagan and Defense Sec-
retary Weinberger may cite the suc-
cess of the All-Volunteer Force in
reaching all of DOD'’s recruiting objec-
tives. I do not for 1 minute think that
the American public and our military
leaders are fooled by such statistical
gimmicks. We are in a recession, and
our young people need jobs. It is that
simple. There is over 20 percent unem-
ployment of our young people—it is
over 50 percent for young blacks—
where else can these people turn? The
AVPF is the employer of last resort. If
the economy improves—the military
will no longer be able to compete with
private industry and higher education
for the young.

The AVF is a product of the Viet-
nam mindset. Early in the 1970's, with
America’s morale sapped by our in-
volvement in Vietnam, everyone
wanted the easy way for America to
defend itself without personal sacri-
fice. So we instituted the Volunteer
Army, and with that problem moved
beyond arm's length, we put the whole
defense problem beyond arm’s length.
That Volunteer Army which no longer
touches every neighborhood is forgot-
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ten in appropriations and removed
from everyday life in America as far as
most citizens are concerned.

That attitude must change. I contin-
ually warned my colleagues when the
AVF was begun in 1973 that the pro-
posed AVF would only institutionalize
the inequities of the draft—inequities
which could have been remedied with
much less dislocation. Specifically, the
poor, the black, and the disadvantaged
who fought in Vietnam would consti-
tute the bulk of the Volunteer Force.
This is precisely what happened, and
it goes on today. Many Members of
the Senate will chastise me for these
remarks. They will speak proudly of
how well the AVF works, that it draws
from all walks of life. They do not fool
me with their comments. They should
not fool themselves. The decision of
1973 insured that our Nation’'s defense
burden would rest with the poor, the
black, and the disadvantaged for years
to come. And without a cross-section
of representation, we have no cross-
section of support. Rather than an
equal call on all, we perpetuated the
rich man’s undemocratic lie: “We will
pay for it.”

The fact is we can never pay it. We
can appropriate to cure the pay defi-
ciencies, as we did with the large pay
and benefits packages of recent years,
but the fact is these were only half-
way measures that did not address our
long-term needs. On one end we have
the equivalent of a military Job
Corps—fertilely bred by a failed
Reagan economic program. On the
other end, we have commissioned offi-
cers who take home paychecks larger
than those of a U.S. Senator.

There are those who point out that
in times like today, with unemploy-
ment high and the economy sluggish,
we will meet our manpower require-
ments. I say it is a sad commentary
when we have to bank on a recession
in the economy to man America’s
fighting forces. Even bigger problems
are just around the corner, for all the
demographic indicators warn that the
pool of 17- to 21-year-old males—the
largest grouping of potential recruits—
is going to fall off sharply. The baby
boom is history, and the prognosis is
for a rapidly shrinking recruiting pot.
In 1980, there were approximately 11
million males in the 17- to 21-year-old
category. By 1990, this group is pro-
jected to total less than 9 million.

In 1980, the AVF was attempting to
recruit one of five males 17 to 21 years
old. By 1993, it is estimated that the
AVF must get one of two in this age
group due to the competition from an
improved economy and when higher
education is once again within the eco-
nomic means of most young people.

Mr. President, how will we meet
such demanding goals? One out of
two. You and I both know that
answer. It is money. We will once
again be on the treadmill of escalating
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pay and benefits for our troops while
diminishing arms for our troops and
lessening our capability to defend our-
selves.

The quality of recent volunteers in
the Army is a matter of grave concern.
Fewer Army recruits in recent years
have demonstrated reading skills
above the eighth grade level. And this
is after we have required a larger
number of high school graduates. This
is especially disconcerting because the
military’s technical operations and
complex equipment demand greater
skill and judgment of our servicemen.
If we fail to face up to the quality
problem today, we will depend more
and more on less educated soldiers to
carry the weight of our conventional
military force tomorrow.

The all-volunteer approach has been
a failure. It has failed to provide the
necessary number of combat troops. It
has failed to provide a quality defense
force. And we have failed as a people
to fairly and equitably distribute the
burden of our national defense. Our
volunteer forces are sadly unrepre-
sentative of the society they serve.
Over one-quarter of all new recruits
are black—double their proportion in
the population. The number of other
minorities, especially Hispanics, is
growing. The minority soldiers are
overrepresented in combat formations
such as tank, artillery, and infantry
outfits, raising the specter of dispro-
portionate casualties among minorities
in wartime. And, more than a racial
problem, it is a class problem. For even
the white recruits are drawn from the
poorer and less educated segments of
society.

The cross-section approach of an eq-
uitable draft solves this problem. The
burden would be shared by all. Exemp-
tions can and must be kept to a mini-
mum. Just prior to the institution of
the All-Volunteer Force, and in re-
sponse to the inequitable deferment
and exemption standards which had
been in place, we tightened eligibility
standards and greatly limited defer-
ments and exemptions. Under the pro-
posal I am introducing today, we
would observe those necessary and
tightened standards. Specifically, de-
ferments and exemptions would be
limited to: First, persons on active
duty, in the Reserves, or in advanced
ROTC study; second, surviving sons or
brothers of those killed in war or miss-
ing in action; third, conscientious ob-
jectors and ministers; fourth, profes-
sions necessary to national health, like
doctors; fifth, judges of courts of
record and elected officials; and sixth,
for students, short-term postpone-
ments of their military obligation.
Those in high school could be deferred
until they graduate, but in no case ex-
tending beyond age 20. And those in
college could continue studying until
the end of the semester or, if in their
senior year, until the end of that
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school year. We all share the benefits
of life in America; under my plan, we
insure that we all help shoulder the
burden of defending it.

The cost, the concept, the civil
wrong of a volunteer army are bad
enough, but more than anything, it
has required a civilianization. That
process can keep the army content and
happy in peacetime, but in war it
fairly well guarantees that the soldier
will not fight. Anyone who has ever
served in war realizes that the motiva-
tion to kill, to defend, to advance, to
hold an untenable spot all springs
from a unit loyalty—a loyalty devel-
oped from working together, playing
together, training together, staying to-
gether and sacrificing together. It is
an inner discipline; it is a developed
pride for the organization that you are
a part of. But to give the Volunteer
Army appearances of success and har-
mony, civilianization has taken over.
Soldiers stay off camp or fort with
their wives, weekends are off with
their families, promotions are made
with little regard to merit, and the
commander that breaks down his bar-
racks and finds drugs can only turn in
the drugs and not the man because ci-
vilian law has taken over and a war-
rant is required. Turning the Army
into a microcosm of the office down
the street does not suffice. The kind of
camaraderie needed to weld an effec-
tive fighting force cannot flourish in
an atmosphere where the military is a
part-time chore. Defending America is
not a 9 to 5 job.

In fairness to ourselves as a people,
we need the draft—a universal draft,
not the kind with all the exemptions
that caused so much bitterness during
Vietnam—a draft that would reflect
the true character of America’s great-
ness. We must provide for the reinsti-
tution of registration and classifica-
tion and for the reinstatement of the
President’s authority to induct individ-
uals. We cannot respond to crises
around the world unless our forces are
significantly improved. The Joint
Chiefs tell us so.

Conscience tells us that we need a
cross-section of America in our Armed
Forces. Defense is everybody’s busi-
ness. It is everybody’s responsibility.
Even if we had the money to make the
All-Volunteer Army work, a profes-
sional army is un-American. It is an
anathema to a democratic republic—a
glaring civil wrong. Not until it makes
an equal call on rich and poor alike,
educated and uneducated, white and
black, will it be a true reflection of us
as a people. America benefits when
serving alongside the high school
dropout is the Harvard graduate who
goes on to win the Navy Cross. A free
society defended by the least free is a
dangerous contradiction.

The great need of the hour is not so
much planes and tanks, pilots and sol-
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diers, and military power. The great
need for America in foreign policy is
willpower. We lack credibility. Even
since Vietnam, we have receded and
withdrawn, refusing to commit. The
lesson should have been learned by
now that a President’'s commitment
counts for little unless it reflects the
commitment of the people.

The direction of our foreign policy,
the power of our newest weaponry,
and the number of dollars in the de-
fense budget are meaningless unless
we, as a people, are committed to the
task of protecting a nation and aiding
our allies—allies who by and large do
nim.intaln systems of military conscrip-
tion.

From all of these standpoints then,
Mr. President, the lack of military co-
hesiveness, extravagant cost, and pri-
marily the unequal sharing of equal
responsibilities—America needs the
draft. .

We should listen to the words once
again of John F. Kennedy—'Ask not
what your country can do for you: Ask
what you can do for your country.”
Mr. President, there is no painless way
that we can provide for the defense of
freedom.e@

By Mr. WILSON (for himself
and Mr. CRANSTON).

S. 1698. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to provide an al-
ternative method of allocation of
property taxes for cooperative housing
corporations; to the Committee on Fi-
nance.

CO-OF PROPERTY TAX EQUITY ACT

Mr. WILSON. Mr. President, along
with my colleague from California,
Senator CransTON, I am today intro-
ducing the Co-op Property Tax Equity
Act, 8. 1698. This bill would provide
for fair and equitable taxation of
owners of co-op housing.

A co-op, technically a “cooperative
housing corporation,” is similar to a
condominium arrangement, but each
resident does not own his own unit. In-
stead, each resident owns shares of
stock in a corporation that owns the
building. The current law, section 216
of the Internal Revenue Code, allo-
cates the property tax deductions in
proportion to each resident’s stock-
holding interest in the corporation.

Before the adoption in California of
a limitation on property taxes—propo-
sition 13—this method allocated to
each resident the amount of property
tax actually assessed and paid on his
cr her unit. Proposition 13, however,
freezes property tax assessments until
a unit is sold and then requires the
new owner to pay the full amount of
the increased assessment. As currently
written, section 216 splits up the de-
duction, including the increased as-
sessment, on an equal, per share basis,
among all the residents, including
those whose assessments have not
changed. As a result, some of the resi-
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dents get a greater tax deduction than
they should—and others less than
they deserve.

The legislation I am introducing
today would revise section 216 so that
if a State law requires that the real
property tax be allocated other than
on the basis of the shareholding inter-
ests of each resident of a co-op, each
resident would be entitled to deduct
exactly as much real estate tax as he
or she actually pays.

Mr. President, the bill I am introduc-
ing does not place any drain on the
Federal Treasury. The fiscal impact is
zero. Under present law, some people
are getting too great a deduction for
Federal income tax purposes, while
others are getting too small a deduc-
tion. This legislation would merely re-
allocate these deductions for property
taxes, while the aggregate would
remain the same.

Mr. President, my bill is straighfor-
ward, noncontroversial, and cost-free
to the Federal Government, and I
hope that the Finance Committee will
soon give it consideration.

By Mr. DOLE (for himself, Mr.
DomeNIci, Mr. DURENBERGER,
Mr. D’AmaTo, and Mr. JEPSEN):
S. 1699. A bill to amend title XVIII
of the Social Security Act to provide
medicare coverage to hepatitis B vac-
cine for end stage rental disease pa-
tients; to the Committee on Finance.
COVERAGE OF HEPATITIS B VACCINE
® Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, the bill
we introduce today would permit med-
icare coverage of vaccinations for hep-
atitis B for end stage renal disease
(ESRD) patients. These patients, the
majority of whom rely on hemodialy-
sis for their survival, are at high risk
of contracting the hepatitis B virus be-
cause of the nature of the treatment
for their condition. This virus is trans-
mitted primarily by contact with in-
fected blood and blood products. Con-
sequently, the populations most at
risk include patients who receive blood
or blood products. Although many di-
alysis patients will not become serious-
ly ill with hepatitis, a significant
number of them become permanent
carriers of the virus, exposing their
therapists and fellow patients to infec-
tion. The cases of clinically significant
hepatitis B infections which do occur
in dialysis patients result in prolonged
illness, expensive hospitalizations, and
death.
INCIDENCE OF HEPATITIS E VIRUS
According to the centers for disease
control (CDC), about 200,000 people
are infected with the hepatitis B virus
each year, resulting in over 10,000 hos-
pitalizations and 250 deaths. More-
over, many of those infected become
carriers of the disease and develop
chronic active hepatitis. Information
provided by the CDC indicates that
about 4,000 people die each year from
hepatitis B related cirrhosis and more
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than 800 die from hepatitis B related
liver cancer.

CURRENT COVERAGE LIMITATIONS

At present, end stage renal disease
patients, because of their high risk of
exposure to the hepatitis B virus, are
monitored through monthly blood
tests to screen for the virus. These
tests are covered and paid for under
the medicare program. However, the
vaccine used to immunize people
against the virus is not covered.

The availability of a safe, efficacious
hepatitis B vaccine means that not
only can the costs of monthly moni-
toring and hospitalization be avoided,
but more importantly, the incidence of
morbidity and mortality for high risk
patients can be reduced. The vaccine is
administered in three doses over a
period of 6 months and has been
shown to be effective in producing im-
munity in about 90 percent of those
tested to date. The effectiveness rate
for ESRD patients may be lower, and
may vary inversely with age, but will
probably still be in the range of 75 to
80 percent. Researchers believe the
vaccine provides protection for at least
3 years.

The vaccine would cost about $215
to administer to each patient. There-
fore, the cost during the first year of
vaccinating the existing population of
dialysis patients covered by medicare
would exceed the cost savings derived
from foregoing frequent blood tests.
The Congressional Budget Office esti-
mates a first year net cost of $2.2 mil-
lion. However, in subsequent years the
cost of vaccinating those continuing in
the program and the approximately
20,000 new end stage renal disease pa-
tients entering the program each year
would be greatly outweighed by the
savings resulting from the reduced
need for monthly monitoring and for
the treatment of those contracting the
virus. CBO estimates savings in the
second year of $1.5 million and net
savings over 5 years of $7.2 million.

CONCLUSION

Mr. President, the hazard of hepati-
tis B virus is especially high for ESRD
patients. Medicare coverage of a vac-
cine which provides for safe and effec-
tive immunization can have a signifi-
cant impact on the quality of life and
general health status of ESRD pa-
tients. If program costs can be reduced
in the process, all the better.e@

By Mrs. HAWKINS:

S. 1700. A bill to amend the Employ-
ee Retirement Income Security Act of
1974 and the Internal Revenue Code
of 1954 to provide greater protection
to spouses under private pension
plans, and to amend such code to
repeal the earned income limitation on
the deduction for retirement savings,
to establish displaced homemakers as
a targeted group for the purposes of
computing credit for employment of
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certain new employees, and to provide
a credit for household and dependent-
care services for individuals perform-
ing substantial volunteer services; to
the Committee on Finance. -
ECONOMIC PARITY ACT

® Mrs. HAWKINS. Mr. President,
sometimes I wonder how many women
survive in this day and age. I wonder
how they make ends meet, considering
the grievous inequities in earning
power, the puny size of their pensions,
the dearth of day-care benefits, and
the tragic deficiencies of current child-
support laws. Sometimes I wonder
that if women could earn at least as
much as men, these inequities would
not seem so drastic and truly life
threatening. Since it is not really my
job to wonder why but to do some-
thing about these inequities, today I
am introducing legislation entitled the
Economic Parity Act, identical to H.R.
3554 introduced by my distinguished
colleague from Florida, Representative
Tom Lewis. This legislation seeks to
correct many of the inequities in the
pension laws affecting women, and
most important, not just employed
women, but divorced and widowed
women as well.

Mr. President, no woman in this
country should be penalized for choos-
ing homemaking as a full-time career,
interrupting an active career to raise
children or combining an active career
with childrearing. Because employed
women tend to be young, work part
time or part year, and interrupt their
service for family obligations, most

working women receive no pension
coverage. My legislation attempts to
remedy this grave situation by adress-
ing the differing needs of employed
women. For example, my legislation
recognizes that women between the
ages of 20 and 24 have the highest

labor force participation and it
amends ERISA to require employers
to offer pension benefits at age 21 or
after 1 year of employment, instead of
age 25. In addition, the legislation
would modify breaks-in-service rules to
give up to 20 hours per week credit for
up to 1 year of employer-approved ma-
ternity or paternity leave, if the em-
ployee returns to the job. This change
is important because only 41 percent
of women working full time were
vested in their pension plans, as op-
posed to 51 percent of the men. The
difference is clearly due, in part, to
time off for childbearing.

The Women's Economic Parity Act
(WEPA), also seeks to improve the
pension laws affecting women who
work within their homes. For many
years, widows or divorced women have
been unfairly treated by the pension
and tax laws. Because they choose ca-
reers as homemakers, they are often
dependent upon their spouse’s pension
plan. Yet, under current law, joint or
survivor benefits can be terminated
without notice or consent by the
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spouse., WEPA would correct this in-
equity by making joint and survivor
benefits automatic unless both the
plan participant and the spouse agree
in writing to waive this section. It also
corrects the problem of survivor bene-
fits being withdrawn if the plan partic-
ipant dies before retirement. WEPA
provides that the survivor benefit be
paid to the spouse even if the plan
participant dies before retirement, as
long as he or she was vested.

A very important provision of this
legislation would clarify the extent to
which State courts can consider pen-
sion benefits in divorce, child support,
and other domestic-relations cases.
This is consistent with recent congres-
sional action to amend the Social Se-
curity Act to provide pension benefits
to divorced wives married 10 years. It
is also consistent with passage of the
Foreign Service Act of 1980, which
made military and foreign-service pen-
sion benefits subject to alienation by
the courts in domestic-relations cases.
I feel that this provision recognizes
marriage as the economic partnership
which it indeed is.

Displaced homemakers who have
spent years creating a home and bind-
ing together a family and who have
subsequently lost their jobs through
divorce, separation, or death often
lack marketable skills and need special
assistance to reenter the labor force.
WEPA would assist in the reentry of
this special group by amending the
targeted jobs tax credit to include dis-
placed homemakers. Employers would
receive a tax credit when hiring this
targeted group.

A homemaker is crucial to the sur-
vival of the family; her work is all the
more priceless because no one can put
a value on it. It is high time we at-
tempted to correct certain inequities
created by this situation.

Another important provision in the
Women’'s Economic Parity Act would
amend the individual retirement ac-
counts. IRA’s are a new and innovative
way to encourage people to save for
their retirement. An important seg-
ment of the population is being ig-
nored, however. Since alimony and
spouse support is not considered
earned income, separated or divorced
women whose sole source of income
may be alimony or spouse support are
prevented from taking advantage of
this method of retirement savings.
Since elderly women are the fastest
growing poverty group in America—in
fact, 81 percent of women over age 65
not living with relatives are below the
poverty line—the small reduction in
revenues caused by this provision is
well justified.

Mr. President, there is a saying;
“Women are not a minority; they're
just treated like one.” Well, women
are a majority—no minority, and cer-
tainly not women, should be subject to
economic indignities that threaten
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their self-esteem, their well-being, and
the health and safety of their families.
I feel that these reforms in pension
and tax laws are long overdue, and I
urge my Senate colleagues to join me
in supporting this bill.e
By Mr. McCLURE (for himself,
Mr. JacksoN, Mr. Baucus, Mr.
GoORTON, and Mr. SYymms):

S. 1701. A bill to impose specific di-
rectives on the Bonneville Power Ad-
ministration; to the Committee on
Energy and Natural Resources.

DIRECTIVES TO THE BONNEVILLE POWER
ADMINISTRATION

Mr. McCLURE, Mr. President, today
I am introducing for myself and others
a bill to impose specific directives on
the Bonneville Power Administration.
The text of this bill is identical to Sec-
tion 317 of H.R. 3363, the Department
of the Interior and related agencies
appropriation bill for 1984 which is
currently awaiting action by the
Senate. The report accompanying
H.R. 3363 (S. Rept. 98-184) contains
language approved by the Senate Ap-
propriations Committee which pro-
vides in addition to the language of
the bill, the limitation and directives
intended to be imposed upon the Bon-
neville Power Administration (BPA).
This language is intended to be appli-
cable to this bill, as well, and is, there-
fore, included at this point in its en-
tirety:

Sec. 317. The Committee, through section
317 of the bill and the provisions contained
in this report, imposes specific directives on
the Bonneville Power Administration
(BPA), a Federal power marketing agency.
BPA does not receive appropriations be-
cause it is a wholly self-financed entity
under the provision of the Federal Colum-
bia River Transmission System Act of 1974
(Transmission Act), 16 U.S.C. 838-838K.
BPA's costs are, therefore, borne by its cus-
tomers, not by the U.S. Treasury or the U.S.
taxpayer. However, under section 11(b) of
the Transmission Act, BPA expenditures
are subject to “specific directives and limita-
tions * * * included in approprations act.”
16 U.S.C. 838i(b). This provision is a specific
directive and limitation of this type.

Federal power marketing agencies have
authority under the Flood Control Act of
1944 to acquire resources by net billings.
The Public Works Appropriations Act of
1971 specifically affirmed BPA's authority
to acquire the plant capability of WPPSS 1,
2, and 70 percent of 3. This acquisition was
affirmed in the Transmission Act of 1974
which authorized BPA to expend funds for
the “purchase of electric power, (including
the entitlement of plant capability) * * * if
such purchase has been heretofore author-
ized.” These resources were defined as “'Fed-
eral base system resources,” for example,
“resources acquired by the Administrator
under long-term contracts in force on” De-
cember 5, 1980, the effective date of the Pa-
cific Northwest Electric Power Planning and
Conservation Act, (Regional Act), 16 U.S.C.
839a(10XB). As Federal base system re-
sources, these facilities play a critical role in
carrying out the purposes of the Reglonal
Act. Under section 2(f) of the Bonneville
Project Act and section 9(a) of the Regional
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Act the Administrator is authorized to
“enter into contracts” or to “make expendi-
tures, upon such terms and conditions and
in such manner as he may deem necessary,”
16 U.8.C. 832a(f), 16 U.S.C, 839f(a). These
statutory authorities give BPA a variety of
alternative means by which it can fulfill its
obligations under the existing net-billing
agreements and protect the Federal interest
in the three net-billed WPPSS projects.

The Washington Public Power Supply
System (WPPSS), a municipal corporation,
is currently facing difficulties because of its
apparent inability to pay when due financial
obligations it incurred in constructing two
power projects (WPPSS 4 and 5) which are
now terminated and in which there is no
Federal investment. These difficulties have
affected WPPSS' ability to finance WPPSS
1, 2, and 70 percent of 3, which have not
been terminated, but are in various stages of
construction. The remaining 30 percent of
WPPSS 3 Is owned by four investor-owned
utilities which have separately financed
their interest in WPPSS 3. To date, WPPSS
has financed the construction of WPPSS 1,
2, and T0 percent of 3 through conventional
bond issues secured by BPA's revenues
under net-billing agreements. Although ad-
ditional construction funding for WPPSS 1
is not presently needed as construction on
that project has been extended indefinitely,
such funding is required for WPPSS 2 and
70 percent of 3, which are approximately 98
and 78 percent complete, respectively.

WPPSS does not believe that it can raise
the funds required to complete WPPSS 2
and 3 through conventional bond issues.
The Committee recognizes that BPA will di-
rectly fund some or all of the costs of com-
pleting WPPSS 2 or 3 from current reve-
nues under its existing authorities. It is not
anticipated that the use of payments from
rates for costs of construction of WPPSS 3
would increase substantially from those
budgeted for the preservation costs of that
plant by the Administrator in the BPA’s
June 22, 1983 supplement budget submitted
to the Committee.

This provision directs an additional
method for construction financing for
either WPPSS 2 or 3 through the formation
of a new entity, established pursuant to
State law, that would issue bonds, notes or
other evidences of indebtedness, the pro-
ceeds of which would be used to continue
construction of these projects. The security
on which lenders would rely for repayment
of funds provided to the new entity would
be a contract between the new entity and
BPA, This contract would commit BPA to
pay the principal, interest, and related costs
on the new borrowings directly to the new
entity, its obligees or their trustees.

This arrangement has several benefits.
First, an entirely new entity, rather than
WPPSS, could be the issuer of the financing
instruments. Second, the construction funds
raised by the new entity could be paid by
the entity under appropriate contractual ar-
rangements, precluding any attempt by
WPPSS' creditors to levy on or attach such
funds. Such arrangements may be made be-
tween the entity and the suppliers, contrac-
tors, laborers, and others on these projects
or between the entity and WPPSS. These
arrangements must assure that such funds
are used for project construction and relat-
ed costs. Thirg, direct payment would elimi-
nate lenders’ concerns over the authority of
third parties to make payments (for exam-
ple, the participants under the net-billing
agreements).

The Committee intends that this provi-
sion would not disturb or supplant the Ad-
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ministrator’s authorities, rights or obliga-
tions under the existing net-billing agree-
ments, other contractual arrangements or
provision of law, related to these three
projects. Instead this provision represents
an additional method available to the Ad-
ministrator to provide the security neces-
sary to meet BPA's existing obligations with
respect to WPPSS 1, 2, and 3.

Utilizing the arrangements contemplated
by this provision, construction financing
should be available on reasonable terms to
enable continuation of construction, par-
ticularly on WPPSS 3, which otherwise
would be subject to a eonstruction delay oc-
casioned by WPPSS' financing difficulties.
The Committee believes that the clarifica-
tion of the authority of the BPA to enter
into such arrangements will provide it with
additional flexibility to address the prob-
lems facing the region. However, this direc-
tive should not be interpreted to be the only
clarification of authority or remedy needed
to protect the Federal investment in the
Federal base system resources. The commit-
tee is also concerned that this directive
might create a climate in the region which
might precipitate unwise decisions. Accord-
ingly, as a condition precedent to the BPA
entering into any arrangements or agree-
ments to provide security for financing com-
pletion of the projects pursuant to his pro-
vision, an agreement must be reached
among BPA and the project owners of
WPPSS 3, providing for the schedule upon
which WPPSS 3 will be constructed. In ne-
gotiating the agreement the BPA shall con-
sider among other relevent factors the need
for and marketability of the power. If such
a schedule is agreed upon, only the may the
BPA exercise such authority.

Further, the Committee intends the BPA
to exercise its authority directed by this
amendment in a prudent and business-like
manner. BPA shall not enter into any con-
tractual arrangements pursuant to this pro-
vision without due consideration of the ef-
fects on the ratepayers of the region, includ-
ing consideration of the effects of the dura-
tion of indebtedness, the interest rate, and
the terms upon which such financial agree-
ments are likely to be refinanced if neces-
sary.

The BPA should also take into consider-
ation the following factors prior to making
any contractual arrangements pursuant to
this provision: fa/ the Committee’s concern
over the effect of the arrangement on the
ratepayers of the region as compared to
other viable alternatives for the acquisition
of power from generating resources; (b) the
committee’s expectation that the BPA will
not enter into arrangements which will
result in financial obligations unreasonably
in excess of those which would have other-
wise accurred assuming financing by
WPPSS: and (¢/) the Committee’s recogni-
tion that this provision does not create any
authority for BPA to incur liability with re-
spect to WPPSS 4 and 5 and the investor
owned utilities’ shares of WPPSS 3.

In addition to this financing arrangement
the Committee envisions that BPA would
pay directly to WPPSS for BPA's share of
the projects capability in the event that any
of the existing net-billing agreements are
determined to be invalid or unenforceable
and BPA elects to affirm its right to the ca-
pability in the projects by contracting di-
rectly with WPPSS,

In order to keep the Committee fully in-
formed of BPA's activities in this regard,
new contractual agreements between BPA
and the new entity or entities described in
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the provision shall be furnished to the
Senate and House Appropriations Commit-
tees in the form in which they are to be exe-
cuted at least 30 days prior to their execu-
tion. In addition, BPA shall reflect the cost
impacts of any undertaking which it pro-
poses to enter into pursuant to the provi-
sion in any annual, amended or supplemen-
tal budget which it is required to submit to
Congress.

The Committee adopted this provision
upon receipt of requests or expressions of
support for action by the Bonneville Power
Administration, the Governor of the State
of Washington, WPPSS, investor-owned
utilities which own shares of WPPSS 3, and
other interested parties.

I would like to briefly summarize at
this point the combined effect of the
proposed statutory language and the
accompanying report language. I will
also clarify for the record some impor-
tant points which are not authorized
by this bill. First, the statutory lan-
guage clarifies BPA’s authority to
enter into alternative financing agree-
ments for construction of WPPSS No.
2 and No. 3. The financing alternative
would utilize an appropriate entity or
entities established pursuant to State
law. Financing could be from bonds,
notes, or other evidences of indebted-
ness. Second, the report language pro-
vides the directives and limitations
under which BPA may use the author-
ity which include:

First, a condition precedent that a
schedule for the construction of
WPPSS No. 3 be agreed upon.

Second, a directive that the author-
ity be used in a prudent and business-
like manner.

Third, a requirement that effects of
the terms of the financing on the rate-
payers be considered.

Fourth, a prohibition on BPA incur-
ring a liability for WPPSS No. 4 and
No. 5 or the private ownership in
WPPSS No. 3.

Fifth, a requirement to consider the
new financing in relationship to the
cost of other viable alternatives for
generating resources and the cost of
traditional financing through WPPSS.

Sixth, a requirement that the Ap-
propriations Committees of the Senate
and House receive all contracts pro-
posed to be entered into 30 days prior
to their execution. In addition all costs
associated with the agreements will be
reflected in BPA's budget submissions
to Congress.

Third, this proposal does not author-
ize:

First, BPA to seek appropriated
funds.

Second, BPA to borrow funds from
the Federal Treasury or any other
source.

Third, extending the full faith and
credit of the United States to financ-
ing agreements entered into by BPA.

Fourth, BPA itself to establish the
new entity or entities referred to in
section 317 of H.R. 3363 and this bill.
Such entity or entities must be estab-
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lished by a non-Federal party pursu-
ant to State law.

I would like to add at this point that
introduction of this bill does not in
any way prejudice or compromise the
sponsors’ belief that the inclusion of
identical language in H.R. 3363 is ap-
propriate under the rules and practice
of the Senate and the express terms of
section 11(b) of the Federal Columbia
River Transmission Act which states
that BPA expenditures are subject to
“specific directives and limitations
* * * included in appropriations acts.”
16 U.S.C. 838i(b). It is the sponsors’
intent that this bill be utilized to pro-
vide an opportunity for the Senate
Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources to hold a hearing on the pro-
posal contained in the appropriations
measure. To that end, in a separate of-
ficial notice, it will be announced that
the Energy and Natural Resources
Committee will hold public hearings
on this bill on Wednesday, August 3,
1983 beginning at 2 p.m. in room SD-
366, subject of course to the proviso
that permission for the committee to
sit is granted by the Senate.

(Personal views of Senator McCLURE
on need will follow.)

During the past few weeks, the
newspapers have been filled with in-
formation—and misinformation—

about the WPPSS situation, and about
the effort mounted by myself and
other Northwest Senators to provide a
workable means of maintaining the
construction schedules of those plants
(WPPSS No. 2 and No. 3) in which
there is a Federal interest by virtue of

net-billing agreement which BPA has
with the project participants.

It is important to differentiate the
interest in these plants from the other
WPPSS projects (No. 4 and No. §) in
which there is no direct Federal inter-
est. I say direct because we all must be
concerned about the effect of the re-
cently announced default by WPPSS
in its ability to make payments on
bonds issued for WPPSS No. 4 and No.
5. That situation is of great concern
not only within the region for public
entities seeking to finance capital ex-
penditures, but for similar entities
throughout the Nation. The effect the
default has end will have on private
investors, many of whom are private
individuals, is cause for alarm among
us all.

However, as I said, this legislation
does not attempt to solve that prob-
lem. It relates only to WPPSS No. 1,
No. 2, and No. 3 in which the region
has an interest in maintaining viable
sources of power. WPPSS No. 1 is cur-
rently in a preservation state. It is not
anticipated to be needed until 1991.
WPPSS No. 2 is currently 98 percent
complete and is scheduled to be oper-
ational in early 1984 and will begin
generating not only power but reve-
nues in that time frame. WPPSS No. 3
is 78 percent complete and was sched-
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uled to be completed in early 1986.
However, the inability of WPPSS to
obtain conventional financing due to
the spillover effect of its problems
with units No. 4 and No. 5 has necessi-
tated a ramp-down of activity for unit
No. 3 eventually placing it in a preser-
vation mode.

The forced decision to preserve unit
No. 3 has immediate adverse conse-
quences. Perhaps foremost is the loss
of some 3,000 jobs in the State of
Washington which, like other States
in the Northwest, can ill afford more
unemployment. Second, if no foreseea-
ble alternative for further financing of
WPPSS No. 3 becomes available in the
near term, experienced personnel
needed to complete the plant may be
lost forever. Third, if the bondholders
of the net-billed plants do not have
some reasonable assurance in the near
future that their interests are protect-
ed through eventual completion of the
projects, the legal and investment cli-
mate may become one in which financ-
ing is even more difficult, expensive,
or impossible.

The ratepayers of the region must
also be concerned about not complet-
ing WPPSS No. 1, No. 2 and No. 3 as
expeditiously as possible and at the
least possible cost. As a recent favor-
able editorial in the Oregonian point-
ed out:

Regardless of one's position on nuclear
energy or the events that led this region
down this path, it should be clear to rate-
payers that two revenue-producing nuclear
plants are better than one, and three would
be better than two. Conversely, dry holes,
such as the terminated plants 4 and 5,
produce no revenue toward retiring the
debt.

Parenthetically, I would note that
while I appreciate the Oregonian edi-
torial, it was erroneous in characteriz-
ing the plan as similar to loan guaran-
tees to Chrysler Corp. although that
plan seems to be paying off.

Lastly, the 20 year power plan
adopted by the Northwest Planning
Council clearly shows a need for all
three of the net-billed plants within a
decade. Current surplus will not last
forever. Opportunities for the sale of
any surplus which may exist are being
aggressively pursued. The lead time in-
volved in powerplant construction is
very lengthy. Unless a method to fi-
nance that construction is provided
now, ratepayers may end up with the
worst of all results—3 dry holes, a mul-
tibillion dollar debt which they must
pay, and a shortage of power.

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I am
pleased to join my colleagues, Sena-
tors McCLURE and JACKSON, &85 a CO-
sponsor of this legislation to impose
specific directives on the Bonneville
Power Administration. I would also
like to associate myself with the com-
ments of the distinguished chairman
of the Energy and Natural Resources
Committee regarding the need for this
legislation.
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The language in this bill is identical
to a provision in H.R. 3363, the De-
partment of the Interior and Related
Agencies Appropriations Bill for 1984,
which has been reported out of the
full Senate Appropriations Committee
and is currently pending before the
Senate.

I commend the efforts of Senators
McCLuRE and JacksoN for introducing
this proposal as a separate bill so that
the Energy and Natural Resources
Committee can hold a hearing on the
proposal in the near future.

By Mr. DOLE.

S. 1702. A bill to amend the Hostage
Relief Act of 1980 to give the provi-
sions of such act permanent effect,
and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Finance.

HOSTAGE RELIEF ACT AMENDMENTS OF 1983

@ Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, today the
Senator from Kansas is pleased to in-
troduce the administration’s proposed
Hostage Relief Act of 1983. This act
would make permanent many of the
provisions of the Hostage Relief Act of
1980.

BACKGROUND OF THE ACT

The Hostage Relief Act of 1980 was
a temporary measure designed to pro-
vide immediate financial relief to the
families of the individuals then held
hostage in Iran. The act as passed was
deliberately made temporary with the
suggestion that a committee be ap-
pointed to study and make recommen-
dations on appropriate permanent leg-
islation to provide relief for U.S. hos-
tages and their families. Accordingly,
the President’s Commission on Hos-
tage Compensation was created by Ex-
ecutive order on January 19, 1981.

The Commission was asked to make
recommendations to the President as
to whether the United States should
provide financial compensation to U.S.
nationals held hostage in Iran on and
after November 4, 1979. The Commis-
sion was also asked to make recom-
mendations concerning payment of
compensation to all U.S. nationals
held in captivity outside the United
States.

In carrying out this mandate, the
Commission considered current statu-
tory remedies that provide monetary
benefits to U.S. nationals in a hostage
situation, and Federal employment
compensation presently available to
the hostages and their families.

One of the recommendations of the
Commission was that the Hostage
Relief Act of 1980 be made permanent
and that it be amended to apply to
future hostage situations. The hostage
Relief Act of 1983 incorporates many
of the recommendations of the Com-
mission’s report, as well as the results
of analyses by the Departments of
State and Defense, and by the Office
of Management and Budget.
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PROVISIONS OF THE ACT

The Hostage Relief Act of 1983
would authorize—but not require—
payments of medical expenses and lim-
ited VA-type educational expenses for
American hostages and their families.
The medical and educational expenses
are authorized only to the extent that
the agency employing the hostage
does not currently pay such expenses.
The bill would also allow the filing of
a joint income tax return by a hos-
tage's spouse, and the postponement
of certain tax deadlines and civil ac-
tions. A special savings fund for the
deposit of the portion of a hostage's
pay not needed by dependents would
be required. These provisions would
generally be applicable only to Federal
civilian and military personnel, al-
though the deferral of tax deadlines
and stay of civil actions would apply to
any individual taken hostage in an
action directed against the United
States.

The bill also authorizes payment of
a detention benefit of $10.50 per day
to the hostages detained during the
Iranian crisis. This amount was based
in part on the recommendation of the
President's Commission on Hostage
Compensation with assistance from
the State Department, Defense De-
partment, and OMB. This bill would
allow the President to authorize spe-
cial detention benefits for future hos-
tages.

The agencies that employ the hos-
tages will pay the cost of the benefits,
including the detention benefit, out of
their operating funds.

RISKS TO U.S. CITIZENS SERVING ABROAD

Mr. President, the suffering of the
hostages in Iran and their families
served to highlight for us the risks and
sacrifices of those military and civilian
employees who serve this country
abroad. Fortunately a hostage situa-
tion like the one involving Iran is an
unusual one. However, we are all too
aware of the growth of terrorist activi-
ties throughout the world in recent
years, of which the recent bombing
attack on the U.S. Embassy in Beirut
is an example.

The Hostage Relief Act of 1983 is de-
signed to provide, in the event of a
future hostage taking, the special ben-
efits that are needed by hostages and
their families but not generally part of
a U.S. Government employee’s com-
pensation package. It is hoped that,
through this act, the agencies employ-
ing citizens who serve abroad will be
better able to serve those employees
who, in turn, have provided an incom-
parable service to this Nation and its
citizens.

I ask unanimous consent that the
text of this act and a general and tech-
nical explanation be printed immedi-
ately following this statement.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
REcorb, as follows:
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8. 1702

Be it enacted by the Senate and House af
Representalives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That this
Act may be cited as the “Hostage Relief Act
Amendments of 1983".

Sec. 2. Section 101 of the Hostage Relief
Act of 1980 (94 Stat. 1967; 5 U.S.C. 5561
note) (hereinafter referred to as the “Act”)
is amended—

(1) by striking out “title” and inserting in
lieu thereof “Act”,

(2) by amending paragraph (2) to read as
follows:

*(2) The term ‘hostage period’ means the
period beginning and ending on a date de-
termined by the Secretary of State and pub-
lished in the Federal Register.”, and

(3) by inserting “activities of’ after
“against” in subparagraph (A) of paragraph
4).

Sec. 3. Subsection (a) of section 102 of the
Act is amended by inserting “, who remains
in a captive status for 30 days or more,”
after “American hostage” the first time it
appears,

SEec. 4. Section 103 of the Act is amended—

(1) by striking out “and” at the end of
paragraph (1),

(2) by striking out the period at the end of
paragraph (2) and inserting in lieu thereof
*, and”, and

(3) by adding after paragraph (2) the fol-
lowing new paragraph:

“(3) is not covered by other Government
medical or health programs.”.

Sec. 5. Section 104 of the Act is amended—

(1) by striking out “shall” in paragraph
(1) of subsection (a) and inserting in lieu
thereof “may”,

(2) by amending paragraph (2) of subsec-
tion (a) to read as follows:

“(2) Payments may be made under this
subsection for education or training of a
spouse or child of an individual who is an
American hostage or whose death is ineci-
dent to being an American hostage, on the
same basis as educational assistance benefits
provided individuals made eligible under
subparagraph (A) (i), (A) (iii), (B), or (C) of
section 1701 (a) (1) of title 38, United States
Code, except that in order to respond to spe-
cial circumstances, the President may speci-
fy a date for purposes of cessation of assist-
ance under this paragraph which is later
than the date which would otherwise
apply.”,

(3) by striking out paragraph (3) of sub-
section (a) and redesignating paragraph (4)
as paragraph (3) of subsection (a),

(4) by inserting in paragraph (3) of subsec-
tion (a) (as redesignated by paragraph (3))
“, or similar assistance under any other law"
immediately before the period, and

(5) by inserting “, to the extent that such
payments are not authorized by any other
law"” immediately before the period in para-
graph (1) of subsection (b).

Sec. 6. Section 105 of the Act is amended—

(1) by striking out “an American hostage”
in subsection (a) and inserting in lieu there-
of “an individual who is placed in a captive
status during a hostage period”, and

(2) by striking out “American hostage”
each time it appears in subsections (b) and
(¢) and inserting In lieu thereof “individ-
ual”

Sec. 7. Section 106 of the Act is repealed
and section 107 is redesignated as section
1086.

Sgc. 8. Sections 201, 202, and 206 of the
Act are repealed and sections 203, 204, and
205 are redesignated as sections 201, 202,
and 203, respectively.
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SEc. 9. Section 203 of the Act (as redesig-
nated by section 8) is amended to read as
follows:

“SEC. 203, HOSPITALIZED AS A RESULT OF CAPTIVE
STATUS.

(a) IN GeneraL.—For purposes of this
title, an individual shall be treated as hospi-
talized as a result of captive status if such
individual is hospitalized as a result of
injury or disease or physical or mental dis-
ability incurred or aggravated while such in-
dividual was in captive status.

(b) 2-Year LimrT.—Hospitalization shall be
taken into account for purposes of subsec-
tion (a) only if it is hospitalization—

(1) occurring on or before the day which is
2 years after the date on which the individ-
ual's captive status ends (or, if earlier, the
date on which the hostage period ends), or

(2) which is part of a continuous period of
hospitalization which began on or before
the day determined under paragraph (1).".

Sec. 10. The Act is amended by striking
out title III and inserting in lieu thereof the
following new title:

“TITLE III-ADDITIONAL HOSTAGE
BENEFITS “PRESIDENTIAL DISCRE-
TION

“SEec. 301. (a) For any captive status occur-
ring on or after November 4, 1879, the Presi-
dent may provide a payment to any Ameri-
can hostage or to the surviving spouse or de-
pendent of any American hostage who dies
in captive status. Such payment shall be in
addition to any other benefit provided by
law.

“(b) The President, in determining wheth-
er to make such a payment and its amount,
may take into account unusually harsh
treatment received by such hostage. The
President shall prescribe regulations for the
implementation of this section."”.

Sec. 11. Any determination, authorization,
regulation, order, agreement, or other
action made, issued, undertaken, entered
into, or taken under the authority of any
provision of the Hostage Relief Act of 1980
repealed by this Act shall continue in full
force and effect until modified, revoked, or
superseded by appropriate authority. Any
claim or appeal which was filed or made or
is hereafter filed or made in timely fashion
by an individual heretofore eligible to file or
make such claim under any such provision
shall continue to be governed by the re-
pealed provision.

HoSTAGE RELIEF AcT OF 1983—GENERAL
EXPLANATION

Prior Law: The Hostage Relief Act of 1980
(the “1980 Act™) authorized the appropriate
agencies (the Departments of State and De-
fense) to provide medical care and educa-
tional expenses for individuals held hostage
in Iran and their families. In addition, the
1980 Act postponed certain tax filing dead-
lines for such individuals. The 1980 Act ex-
pired on January 1, 1983.

Proposal: A number of provisions of the
Hostage Relief Act of 1980 would be made
permanent.

Specificially, the bill would authorize the
following measures for government civilian
or military personnel and members of their
families in the event of a future hostage-
taking abroad in an action against the ac-
tivities of the U.S. Government:

Deposit of a portion of the hostage's pay
and allowances not needed by dependents in
a special savings fund;

Payment of medical expenses not other-
wise covered by the hostage’s employing
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agency to the hostage or his family as au-
thorized by the agency,;

VA-type education benefits for the educa-
tion or training of a spouse or child of a hos-
tage who had died or is missing in action;

Postponement of certain tax filing dead-
lines for a limited period, and the filing of a
Joint income tax return by a spouse of a
hostage during the hostage's captivity,;

Authorization of special detention bene-
fits to future hostages in accordance with
the regulations that may be issued by the
President.

The agencies employing the hostages will
pay the cost of the medical and educational
benefits out of their operating funds. These
benefits will be paid only to the extent that
they are not authorized by the hostages’
employing agency’s ordinary educational
and medical plans.

The bill also authorizes the payment of a
detention benefit of $10.50 per day to hos-
tages detained during the Iranian crisis.
This amount was based in part on the
report of the Presidential Commission on
Hostage Compensation of September 21,
1981 and on the analysis of interested par-
ties, particularly the State Department, De-
fense Department and Office of Manage-
ment and Budget. The detention benefit
will be paid by the affected agencies out of
their operating funds.

The bill also extends the provisions of the
Soldiers’ and Sailors’ Civil Relief Act to any
individual (even if he or she is not a civilian
or military employee of the U.S. Govern-
ment) taken hostage abroad during an
action directed against the United States.
These provisions allow deferral of certain
tax deadlines and permit a court to stay
enumerated civil actions when an individual
is prevented from performing due to captive
status.

Revenue Effect: The revenue estimate for
the Hostage Relief Act of 1980, which cov-
ered 73 hostages, was approximately $2 mil-
lion, and a portion of that estimate repre-
sented decreased revenues under a section
of the 1980 Act that will not be made per-
manent. Although the Joint Committee on
Taxation has not made an estimate of the
number of persons who will be taken hos-
tage in the future and whether such persons
will use any relief offered by the proposed
legislation, it estimates that the revenue
effect will not be significant.

HosTAGE RELIEF AcT OF 1983: TECHNICAL
EXPLANATION

A. PURPOSE

The Hostage Relief Act of 1983 (the
“Act") makes permanent the Hostage Relief
Act of 1980, by eliminating its January 1,
1983 termination date. The Secretary of
State is authorized to define “hostage peri-
ods" by publishing the beginning and termi-
nation dates of such periods in the Federal
Register, It is not intended that a period
prior to November 4, 1979 shall be declared
& “hostage period”.

B. INDIVIDUALS COVERED

Except as noted in Section Ci4) below, the
benefits under the Act are available only to
“American hostages”. An “American hos-
tage” is a Federal military or civilian em-
ployee or a citizen or permanent resident
alien rendering personal services to the
United States abroad similar to those per-
formed by a civil officer or employee of the
United States, as determined by the Secre-
tary of State, who is placed in “captive
status' during the "hostage period". Con-
tractors, generally, as well as employees of
contractors, will not be American hostages.
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“Captive status” is defined as missing
status arising because of a hostile action
abroad directed against the activities of the
United States.

C. BENEFITS PROVIDED

1. Savings Fund: The Act makes perma-
nent the requirement that a special interest-
bearing savings fund be established to allow
allotments of a portion of the hostage's pay
and allowances not necessary for the de-
pendents’ immediate support.

2. Medical Benefits: The 1980 Act is made
permanent and amended to make it clear
that medical payments authorized under
the Act supplement rather than duplicate
existing government medical health bene-
fits.

Since the Act is permanent, payments au-
thorized by the appropriate agency may
continue to the Iranian hostages and their
families after the 1983 termination date,
until the end of the “hostage period.”

3. Educational Benefits: The educational
benefit provisions of the 1980 Act are
amended to authorize, rather than require,
payment of such benefits to the hostages
and their families. Like the medical benefit
provisions, the educational benefit provi-
sions are amended to make clear that educa-
tional benefits supplement, not duplicate,
other government educational programs.

The eduecational benefits that may be au-
thorized under the Act are:

Payments for education or training of a
spouse or child of an American hostage, or
for a spouse or child of an American hos-
tage whose death is incident to being a hos-
tage. Payments to dependents of hostages in
captivity are made only during the hostage
period. Generally any educational assistance
will not extend for a period greater than 45
months. In special circumstances the Presi-
dent may order an extension of the time for
the payments.

In special circumstances the head of an
agency may authorize payments for educa-
tion and training of an American hostage
after his captive status terminates and gen-
erally on or before the end of any semester
or quarter beginning before the date which
is 10 years after the hostage ceases to be in
captive status.

4. Limitation on Civil Actions: The 1980
Act is amended to allow all individuals (as
well as American hostages) the relief al-
lowed under the Soldiers’ and Sailors’ Civil
Relief Act of 1940, which permits a court to
stay certain civil actions until the individual
is in a position to respond.

5. Certain Tax Provisions Allowed for Ira-
nian Hostages: Provisions in the 1980 Act al-
lowing certain exemptions of pay and allow-
ances from Federal income taxes for Iranian
hostages are not allowed in the permanent
1983 Act.

6. Joint Returns: The 1983 Act makes per-
manent the rule that the spouse of an
American hostage otherwise entitled to file
a joint return may file such return for any
taxable year beginning on or before the day
wh&:n is 2 years after the hostage period
ends.

7. Federal Tax Deferred: The Act makes
permanent the rule exempting from certain
tax filing deadlines American hostages in
captive status or hospitalized outside of the
United States due to the hostage-taking.

D. SPECIAL PAYMENTS

The Act authorizes a payment to Federal
civilian and military personnel who were
taken hostage during the Iranian hostage
period or who may be taken hostage in the
future. The president would invoke this au-
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thority when, in his judgment, the circum-
stances were appropriate, taking into ac-
count the treatment of the hostages. The
amount and method of payment would be
prescribed by regulation. It should be noted
that for the Iranian hostages, the payment
level has been set after taking into account
the recommendation of the Presidential
Commission on Hostage Compensation, and
the input of the affected agencies, and the
payments will be subject to taxation. Agen-
cies will absorb the costs of these payments
through current appropriation funding.
E. SAVINGS PROVISION

A new title is added to the Act, which
makes clear that the provisions of the Hos-
tage Relief Act of 1980 being repealed by
this Act remain valid for individuals now
covered by those provisions—the Iranian
and other eligible former hostages and their
families. Such former hostages with valid
claims that are timely under the 1980 Act
may continue to be granted benefits under
the provisions proposed for repeal.e

By Mr. JEPSEN:

S. 1703. A bill to require the Com-
modity Credit Corporation to accept
under certain conditions during fiscal
years 1984 and 1985 offers to exchange
needed strategic and critical materials
for surplus dairy stocks; to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and
Forestry.

SURPLUS DAIRY STOCKS

Mr. JEPSEN. Mr. President, today I
am introducing legislation which, if
enacted, would relieve us of a small
part of our embarrassment of agricul-
tural riches in exchange for critical
and strategic minerals required for our
national defense.

The bill would require the Depart-
ment of Agriculture to barter surplus
dairy products for minerals designated
for priority acquisition for the strate-
gic stockpile.

The heart of this bill is a require-
ment that the Department of Agricul-
ture dispose of 15 percent of its sur-
plus dairy products in each of the next
2 years by the sort of barter arrange-
ment described above.

Here are some basic facts about the
national defense stockpile:

Stockpile goals are set for a total of
61 family groups and individual mate-
rials at levels that will sustain the
United States for 3 years in the event
of a national emergency. The type of
materials involved include bauxite,
nickel, fluorspar, cobalt, quinidine, co-
lumbium, and many others.

Due to lack of funding, the stockpile
is estimated to be $10.3 billion short of
materials, many of which are only
available from foreign sources. For ex-
ample during 1978-82 our import de-
pendency averaged 94 percent for
bauxite; 73 percent for nickel; 85 per-
cent for fluorspar; and 100 percent for
columbium, quinidine, and rubber—
these dependency figures are based on
commercial as well as stockpile acqui-
sitions.
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With annual appropriations of
around $120 million—the total for the
current fiscal year—it will take close
to a century to meet those goals.

In these times of tight budgets,
simply trying to increase appropria-
tions for the stockpile is not a viable
option.

However, while the Government has
this critical shortage in one area, there
is a sizable surplus in another—
namely, agricultural products, espe-
cially dairy products.

Currently, the dairy stocks owned by
the Commodity Credit Corporation
(CCC) are valued at over $3.25 billion.
These stocks include over 476 million
pounds of butter, 891 million pounds
of cheese, and 1.33 billion pounds of
nonfat dry milk.

Even with the movement of some of
this dairy surplus through domestic
and international donation programs,
procurement and storage costs for the
uncommitted dairy stocks continue to
mount. Over the past year—July 16,
1982 to July 15, 1983—the butter
stocks increased by 33 million pounds
or 7.4 percent, the cheese stocks in-
creased 107 million pounds or 13.6 per-
cent, and the nonfat dry milk stocks
increased 202 million pounds or 17.9
percent.

It seems to me and some of my col-
leagues that swapping some of our sur-
plus dairy products for the strategic
and critical materials that our country
needs makes good sense.

We have been encouraging the ad-
ministration to use the barter author-
ity that exists and have introduced
some measures that would strengthen
or open up new methods of reaching a
better balance in these two areas.

According to the U.S. Department of
Agriculture (USDA), the barter au-
thority included in the CCC Charter
Act facilitated the barter of some 60
materials from 50 countries over the
period of July 1, 1949 and June 30,
1973.

In 1973 the program was suspended
for a number of reasons including
changes in the strategic stockpile goals
and an inability to match suppliers of
strategic materials with those which
needed grains. Generally, it was felt
that barter was not a cost-effective
way to expand U.S. agricultural ex-
ports.

I would like to remind you that
during the 1970’s our agricultural ex-
poris expanded at an unprecedented
rate—total sales in fiscal year 1972
were $8.2 billion and by fiscal year
1982 the figure was $43.8 billion; that
is 5-fold increase.

However, the world economic situa-
tion has taken its toll on our exports.
This year USDA is projecting a second
consecutive year of decline in total ex-
ports to perhaps $34.5 billion. Prior to
1982 our agricultural exports had in-
creased every year since 1969.
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Many of our current and potential
customers for agricultural commod-
ities, especially in developing coun-
tries, are facing serious debt problems.
This has resulted in the inability of
these nations to obtain the credit nec-
essary to finance purchases from the
United States. Consequently, these na-
tions are either tightening already
snug belts or they are benefiting from
some enticing credit available from
competing agricultural exporting na-
tions.

Many of the countries that would
like to buy farm products from us do
have natural resources which are on
our stockpile list.

Clearly, there appear to be the
proper international market condi-
tions for a return to barter transac-
tions.

Under the current administration
two separate barter arrangements
have been worked out—both have
been with Jamaica and both involve
the exchange of Jamaican bauxite for
U.S. dairy products.

The first agreement, signed in Feb-
ruary 1982, encompasses 400,000 tons
of bauxite for 9,115 metric tons of
nonfat dry milk and butteroil. The
General Services Administration will
reimburse the CCC for the bauxite by
the end of fiscal year 1984.

At this date the second agreement is
being negotiated and the details have
not been finalized by the two govern-
ments.

This bill does not place the burden
of these transactions on the shoulders
of the Government, but rather in the
hands of private traders who are
better equipped for trading.

The pricing structure requires that
the dairy products be valued at not
less than the current world price and
the strategic materials at not more
than the world price. This provides
the margin necessary to interest pri-
vate traders and to assure a reasonable
return to them.

I believe this legislaton, similar to
that introduced in the House by my
colleague Representative COOPER
Evans, contains all the elements re-
quired to bring about the reduction of
our dairy surpluses while enhancing
our national security. I hope these two
goals can be achieved.

I ask unanimous consent that a copy
of my bill be printed in the Recorp at
this point.

There being no objection, the bill
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

S. 1703

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That (a)
notwithstanding any other provision of law,
during fiscal years 1984 and 1985, the Com-
modity Credit Corporation shall accept
offers from individuals or commercial firms
to exchange strategic and critical materials
needed to meet unmet national goals estab-
lished under the Strategic and Critical Ma-
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terials Stock Piling Act (50 U.S.C. 98 et seq.)
for surplus dairy stocks owned by the Cor-
poration if—

(1) such stocks will be exported;

(2} the value assigned to such stocks at
the time of delivery is less than the world
price at such time;

(3) the value assigned to such materials at
the time of delivery is less than the world
price at such time;

(4) the Secretary of Agriculture is reason-
ably assured that export markets for United
States dairy products through commercial
channels will not be displaced by such ex-
change; and

(5) such exchange will not result in the
expenditure of funds by the Secretary or
the Corporation other than for normal ad-
ministrative costs.

(b) In carrying out subsection (a), the Cor-
poration shall use in each of the fiscal years
1984 and 1985 a quantity of dairy products
equal to—

(1) at least 15 percent of uncommitted sur-
plus dairy stocks existing at the beginning
of fiscal year 1984; or

(2) if the Corporation does not receive
offers to exchange such quantity of dairy
products, a quantity equal to the quantity
of such stocks offered to be exchanged.

(c) The Corporation may—

(1) transfer strategic and critical materials
acquired under this section to the National
Defense Stockpile established under the
Strategic and Critical Materials Stock Piling
Act, and shall be reimbursed for such mate-
rials, in accordance with section 4(h) of the
Commodity Credit Corporation Charter Act
(15 U.8.C. T14(h)); or

(2) retain possession of, and title to, such
materials.

(d) No later than six months after the
date of the enactment of the Dairy and To-
bacco Adjustment Act of 1983, and each six
months thereafter through fiscal year 1985,
the Secretary of Agriculture shall submit a
report to the Congress describing—

(1) exchanges made under this section
during the previous six month period; and

(2) any offers for exchanges made under
this section during such period which were
rejected by the Corporation and the reasons
for such rejection.

By Mr. ROTH (for himself, Mr.
CHAFEE, and Mr. INOUYE):

S. 1704. A bill to encourage the ex-
pansion of international trade in serv-
ices, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Finance.

TRADE IN SERVICES ACT OF 1983

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, today I
join my colleagues, Senator CHAFEE
and Senator INOUYE, in introducing
the Trade in Services Act of 1983. This
bill is a bipartisan effort to improve
the treatment accorded services in our
international trading efforts and to
move services issues to center stage in
global trade discussions.

The services sector is a large and
growing segment of the U.S. economy,
and its positive contribution to our
trade balance continues to increase.
These so-called invisibles—engineering
and construction, shipping, insurance,
banking, transportation, accounting,
communications, and tourist services,
just to name a few—generate over half
the Nation's gross domestic product
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and provide jobs for over 54 million
Americans. The Commerce Depart-
ment estimates that U.S. international
service activities rose from $92 billion
in 1977 to over $140 billion in 1981.
The United States earned a trade sur-
plus on services in 1981 of $40 billion,
Despite a worldwide recession in 1982,
our exports of services again earned a
surplus of an estimated $40 billion.
These export earnings were sufficient
to offset the deficits we suffered in
goods trade in those years.

Services have enabled us to keep a
foothold on the positive side of the
international trade ledger.

Our recent strong performance in
services trade is no cause for compla-
cency, however. While exports of serv-
ices continue to grow absolutely, the
U.S. share of world invisibles trade has
fallen from 25 percent in 1969 to 21
percent in 1979. Moreover, this general
trend is repeated in specific sectors
such as banking, construction, engi-
neering, insurance, and transporta-
tion.

Other countries, attempting to build
or protect fledgling services industries,
have begun to devise methods to stem
foreign services supplies. These rising
overseas trade barriers could send our
now internationally strong services in-
dustries down the path already trod
by U.S. merchandise producers. Once
the world’s predominant merchandise
supplier, we have seen our market
share whittled away by foreign import
barriers and unfair export practices.

We must avoid making the same mis-
take in services.

The rising barriers to services trade
affect every sector. In the accounting
area, for example, provisions regarding
confidentiality in the European Com-
munity’s eighth directive on auditors’
qualifications could be used to bar U.S.
firms from participation in EC mar-
kets. In the information transfer busi-
ness, restrictions on the use of for-
eign data processing facilities bar U.S.
computer software firms from selling
their services in countries like West
Germany.

Foreign countries’ subsidization of
construction operations has enabled
overseas firms to capture third-coun-
try markets from traditional U.S. sup-
pliers. U.S. motor carriers are virtually
excluded from providing trucking serv-
ices in Mexico. Our truckers face strin-
gent restrictions in Canada. Moreover,
our insurance firms encounter nearly
impenetrable barriers in many devel-
oping countries that seek to retain
control for domestic monopolies or na-
tional insurance companies.

At the same time, U.S. service mar-
kets remain relatively open to foreign
suppliers. With the enactment of the
Motor Carrier Act of 1980, for exam-
ple, foreign truckers have easy access
to the U.S. market. Canadian suppliers
alone have received hundreds of li-
censes in the past several years to pro-
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vide interstate services. Foreign insur-
ers, too, find fewer difficulties pene-
trating the lucrative U.S. market.

Despite their importance to our do-
mestic and global trade accounts, de-
spite the rising barriers to trade over-
seas, services have often been treated
as an afterthought in United States
and international trade law. The
Trade Act of 1974 was the first at-
tempt to raise the issue of services
trade in international consciousness.
Notwithstanding that act's charge
that the President negotiate barriers
to both goods and services, however,
little was accomplished in the latter
during the 1975-79 Tokyo Round of
multilateral trade negotiations.

Distortions in services trade contin-
ue to increase unchecked by interna-
tional agreement.

It is time to reverse that trend. It is
clear we must begin to work now if we
are to guarantee a continuing pre-
dominant role for U.S. service indus-
tries in the world economy. We must
lay the groundwork now for interna-
tional discipline in the treatment of
services trade.

The Trade in Services Act of 1983
represents an important step in the di-
rection of insuring open markets for
services trade. The bill charges the
President with placing a high priority
on, and developing a work program
for, negotiations to reduce services
trade barriers. Section 2 of the Trade
in Services Act builds upon the exist-
ing provisions of section 102 of the
Trade Act of 1974 by providing a clear
congressional directive to place serv-
ices issues on the front burner.

In addition, the legislation would
clarify and expand the coverage of
U.S. trade law to deal more effectively
with trade in services problems. In the
past, arguments have been made that
establishment-related issues involve
investment, not trade and are there-
fore not covered by the 1974 Trade
Act’s negotiating and retaliatory au-
thority. Sections 2 and 3 of this bill
would resolve any potential problem
or confusion by expressly including
barriers to the establishment and op-
eration of U.S. businesses in foreign
markets within the Trade Act’s mean-
ing of “barriers to trade.”

Section 4 of this bill assures that the
President can take action to remedy
services trade problems under section
301 of the Trade Act, which deals with
unfair trade practices, notwithstand-
ing any other provision of law.

The bill would also improve the co-
ordination in the services trade policy-
making process and Federal-State
communication in trade regulation. As
chairman of the Governmental Affairs
Committee, I strongly believe State
and local governments should contin-
ue to exercise their traditional regula-
tory authority over a variety of serv-
ices, such as banking insurance, and
accounting. Therefore, section 2 of the
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Trade in Services Act provides that,
before entering into any negotiations
in a service sector over which the
States have regulatory responsibility,
the U.S. Trade Representative must
consult with representatives of the
States concerning negotiating objec-
tives and methods of implementing
any agreements reached. Section 5
provides for the establishment of non-
Federal governmental trade advisory
committees. In addition, the legisla-
tion calls for coordination with private
sector advisory groups specializing in
services trade matters.

The Trade in Services Act would es-
tablish a service sector development
program, providing for much needed
collection and analysis of domestic and
international services information.
The United States is heads and shoul-
ders above its trading partners in its
appreciation of the role of services in
the international economy, but more
work remains to be done to under-
stand, quantify, and take into account
services’ full impact on trade and na-
tional accounts.

I believe this legislation is crucial in
our efforts to expand our export per-
formance in the services sector. It is
time we stop treating services as an
afterthought and begin to consider
what international rules would best
promote free trade in the ever-growing
service sector.

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I am
delighted to join my colleagues, Sena-
tors RotH and INOUYE, in introducing
the Trade in Services Act. These provi-
sions have enjoyed wide support,
indeed they passed the Senate twice
this year. They were first passed as a
part of S. 144, the International Trade
and Investment Act, introduced by
Senator DanrForTH, and which I also
supported as an original cosponsor.
They were again approved as a part of
H.R. 2973.

However, in the absence of compan-
ion provisions from the House, the rec-
iprocity and services provisions were
not included in the conference bill on
H.R. 2973. I understand that in the
course of the conference on H.R. 2973,
Chairman RosTENKOwWsSKI and Chair-
man GiseoNs indicated they would
seek to move reciprocity and services
through the House in September.

Mr. President, these provisions are
important for many reasons, as I think
the Senate has clearly recognized in
passing them earlier this year.

First, the bill recognizes the signifi-
cance of trade in the service sector.
Indeed, we often cite statistics reveal-
ing a dramatic balance-of-trade deficit.
But, while our balance-of-trade prob-
lem is growing, the fact is that trade
in services has over the years produced
an overall trade surplus. Clearly serv-
ices trade is vital to our economy, de-
serving recognition and integration




July 28, 1983

into our trade policies and internation-
al efforts.

This bill provides for effective co-
ordination and implementation of U.S.
trade policy with regard to services.
The bill directs the USTR to coordi-
nate the development of services trade
policy and requires that he consult
with Federal regulatory agencies and
the States in those areas of the serv-
ices sector that are subject to Federal
and/or State regulation, such as insur-
ance and banking.

The bill provides that, prior to the
negotiation of any agreement on serv-
ices, the USTR must develop negotiat-
ing objectives in consultation with the
private sector service industry adviso-
ry groups and the States. The bill also
authorizes the Department of Com-
merce to establish a services industries
program to develop information on
the flow of trade in services, analyze
the impact of U.S. laws pertaining to
services, and provide information to
the States on U.S. policy on interna-
tional trade in services.

The third and perhaps most impor-
tant purpose of this legislation is to
insure that U.S. service industries con-
tinue to have free access to foreign
markets. The bill specifies the elimina-
tion of barriers to U.S. service sector
trade in foreign markets and the elimi-
nation of practices which distort inter-
national trade in services as negotiat-
ing objectives. It ciarifies and empha-
sizes the President’s authority to take
action against unfair practices either
at home or abroad which affect U.S.
service industries. The bill allows Fed-
eral regulatory agencies with author-
ity over service industries to take into
account the extent to which U.S. serv-
ice industries are accorded access to
foreign markets. These regulatory
agencies must act in consultation with
the USTR.

Mr. President, I believe this legisla-
tion is an important tool that can help
us insure that the rapidly expanding
world of trade in services remains free
and open. I urge my colleagues to sup-
port it again, and I look forward to ex-
peditious action on it.

By Mr. MOYNIHAN (for himself
and Mr. D’AMATO):

S. 1705. A bill to modify Federal land
acquisition and disposal policies car-
ried out with respect to Fire Island
National Seashore, and for other pur-
poses, to the Committee on Energy
and Natural Resources.

FIRE ISLAND NATIONAL SEASHORE

® Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I
rise today, along with my distin-
guished colleague from New York,
Senator D'AmaTo, to introduce legisla-
tion to amend the Fire Island National
Seashore Act (P.L. 88-587), passed in
1964. This bill is identical to one being
introduced today in the House of Rep-
resentatives by Congressman THoOMAS
DoOwWNEY.
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The Fire Island National Seashore
was established by Congress in 1964
for the purpose of conserving and pre-
serving for use of future generations
certain relatively unspoiled and unde-
veloped beaches, dunes, and other nat-
ural features within Suffolk County,
N.Y., which possess high values to the
Nation as examples of unspoiled areas
of great natural beauty in close prox-
imity to large concentrations of urban
population. Fire Island, located just 50
miles East of New York City, is com-
posed of sandy beaches, salt marshes,
and sand dunes, which are among the
highest in the Northeast. Within the
boundaries of the seashore there are
17 small, heavily developed communi-
ties, primarily consisting of single-
family homes and cottages and the
businesses serving them and day visi-
tors.

The 1964 act grants the Secretary of
the Interior limited powers of condem-
nation in order to further the pur-
poses of preserving the natural fea-
tures of the seashore. In 1980, I joined
Senator Jacob K. Javits, one of the
prime sponsors of the legislation creat-
ing the seashore, in requesting that
the General Accounting Office (GAO)
review the National Park Service's
land acquisition and management poli-
cies and practices for the Fire Island
National Seashore. The GAO report
(CED 81-78), issued on May 8, 1981,
made several suggestions concerning
ways to improve land acquisition and
management policy at the seashore.

The legislation I introduce today is
designed to perfect certain provisions
of Public Law 88-587. The bill allows
the Secretary of the Interior to sell
certain acquired property, with cov-
enants to insure future conforming
uses, and to retain the proceeds from
such sales for additional seashore ac-
quisitions. Second, it permits the Sec-
retary to apply for an injunction or
temporary restraining order to pre-
vent any use of, or construction upon,
property after the commencement of a
condemnation action taken pursuant
to the Seashore Act. Finally, it clari-
fies the power of the Secretary to con-
demn property within the seashore
that becomes the subject of a variance
or exception under any applicable
zoning ordinance.

The bill specifically implements two
of the recommendations contained in
the May 1981 GAO report. First, the
GAO suggested that the National
Park Service should sell unneeded
land. This bill adds a new subsection
to the law that provides for a turn-
around provision that would direct
that certain lands in the developed
communities, acquired as nonconform-
ing properties and not needed to fur-
ther the purposes of the act, be sold.
Properties thus sold would carry with
them restrictions to insure that their
use conforms to all applicable sea-
shore regulations. The Park Service is
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currently in the process of identifying
which of its present holdings may be
eligible for such a turnaround. The
revenues from the sale of these prop-
erties would be used to create a revolv-
ing fund to pay for future Park Serv-
ice acquisitions within the seashore.

Second, the GAO pointed out a need
to clarify land acquisition policy
within the seashore’s developed com-
munities. This bill addresses that issue
by amending section 3(e) of the cur-
rent law. The new language provides
that the Secretary’s authority to con-
demn property in areas of the sea-
shore with approved zoning ordi-
nances would be reinstated only if a
property becomes the subject of a
zoning variance or exception and the
Secretary finds that such an exception
or variance results in the property
being used in a manner that is incon-
sistent with the Secretary's guidelines
issued pursuant to section 3. Current-
ly, the Secretary does not make the
latter finding. As the GAO observed,
existing law “does not create a vari-
ance process that would permit the
Park Service to certify if a noncon-
forming structure might harm the re-
source or not.” The GAO went on to
say, “The Secretary’s authority to sus-
pend condemnation is not discretion-
ary.” The new language in the bill will
make it clear that a zoning variance is
not, in and of itself, cause for condem-
nation. Instead, only a zoning variance
that results in a use inconsistent with
the purposes of the act would be cause
for condemnation. This would put the
Park Service back into the business of
resource protection, where it belongs.

On January 18, 1983, the manage-
ment of the Fire Island National Sea-
shore presented a draft land protec-
tion plan for public review and com-
ment. This plan will help clarify Na-
tional Park Service intent with regard
to its land management policies within
the seashore. This bill is consistent
with the management objectives con-
tained in the draft land protection
plan.

Mr. President, as I previously stated,
the intent of this bill is to simply per-
fect the existing law (Public Law 88-
587). This is necessary not only to
make the operations of the seashore
more efficient but also to help allevi-
ate some very real concerns being ex-
pressed by Fire Island landowners
about land acquisition policies within
the seashore. It is for these reasons
that I am today introducing this bill.

I should add that this matter was
brought to my attention by the Hon-
orable Thomas J. Schwarz, mayor of
the village of Ocean Beach. Mayor
Schwarz has long been dedicated to
preserving the beauty of the natural
features and comfortable settings that
abound on Fire Island. I am confident
that this legislation will serve to fur-
ther such purposes.
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Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the full text of the bill be
printed in the REcorbp.

There being no objection, the bill
was ordered to be printed in the
REcoRD as follows:

8. 1705

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the Uniled States of
America in Congress assembled, That this
Act may be cited as the “Fire Island Nation-
al Seashore Amendments Act of 1982".

Sec. 2. Section 2 of the Act entitled “An
Act to establish the Fire Island National
Seashore, and for other purposes”, ap-
proved September 11, 1964 (16 U.S.C. 459e-
1), is amended by addLns at the end the fol-
lowing new subsections:

“(hX1XA) The Secretary shall sell any
property described in subparagraph (B) of
this paragraph acquired by condemnation
under this Act—

“(1) to the highest bidder;

“(if) at not less than the fair market value;
and

“(1i1) subject to covenants or other restric-
tions that will ensure that the use of such
property conforms to the standards speci-
fied in regulations issued under section 3(a)
of this Act which are in effect at the time of
such sale and to any approved zoning ordi-
nance or amendment thereof to which such
property is subject.

*“(B) The property referred to in subpara-
graph (A) of this paragraph is any property
within the boundaries of the National Sea-
shore as delineated on the map mentioned
in section 1 except—

“(1) property within the Dune district re-
ferred to in subsection (g) of this section;

“(il) beach or water and adjoining land
within the exempt communities referred to
in the first sentence of subsection (e) of this
section; and

“(iii) property within the eight-mile area
described in the second sentence of subsec-
tion (e) of this section; ana

“(iv) any property acquired prior to Octo-
ber 1, 1982, that the Secretary determines
should be retained to further the purposes
of this Act.

“(2) Notwithstanding any other provision
of law, all moneys received from sales under
paragraph (1) of this subsection may be re-
tained and shall be available to the Secre-
tary, without further appropriation, only
for purposes of acquiring property under
this Act.

“(iX1) Upon or after the commencement
of any action for condemnation with respect
to any property under this Act, the Secre-
tary, through the Attorney General of the
United States, may apply to the United
States District Court for the Eastern Dis-
trict of New York for a temporary restrain-
ing order or injunction to prevent any use
of, or construction upon, such property
that—

“(A) fails, or would result in a failure of
such property, to conform to the standards
specified in regulations issued under section
3(a) of this Act in effect at the time such
use or construction began; or

“(B) in the case of undeveloped tracts in
the Dune district referred to in subsection
(g) of this section, would result in such un-
developed property not being maintained in
its natural state.

“(2) Any temporary restraining order or
injunction issued pursuant to such an appli-
cation shall terminate on the date the
United States acquires title to such property
or, if such proceedings are terminated with-
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out the United States acquiring title to such
property, on the date of such termination.”.

Skec. 3. Section 3(e) of the Act entitled “An
Act to establish the Fire Island National
Seashore, and for other purposes”, ap-
proved September 11, 1964 (16 U.S.C. 459e-
2(e)), is amended to read as follows:

“(e) If any property, including improved
property but excluding undeveloped proper-
ty in the Dune district referred to in section
2(g) of this Act, with respect to which the
Secretary’s authority to acquire by condem-
nation has been suspended under this Act—

“(1) Is, after the date of the enactment of
the Fire Island National Seashore Amend-
ments Act of 1982, made the subject of a
variance under, or becomes for any reason
an exception to, any applicable zoning ordi-
nance approved under this section; and

*(2) such variance or exception results, or
will result, in such property being used in a
manner that fails to conform to any applica-
ble standard contained in regulations of the
Secretary issued pursuant to this section
and in effect at the time such variance or
exception took effect;
then the suspension of the Secretary’s au-
thority to acquire such property by condem-
nation shall automatically cease.”.@
® Mr. D’AMATO. Mr. President, I rise
today to continue a long tradition of
support by Members of the U.S.
Senate from New York for a resolu-
tion of the problems unique to the
Fire Island National Seashore. Specifi-
cally, I rise to cosponsor the legisla-
tion introduced by my colleague, Sena-
tor MoynIHAN, and to commend him
for his long involvement with this
matter and his judicious resolution to
a most pressing concern.

This legislation is vitally necessary
to the communities located on Fire
Island. Many residents of those com-
munities are concerned with provi-
sions of Public Law 88-587 that deal
with land acquisition policies within
the seashore. These concerns have
prompted my colleague and I to intro-
duce this legislation.

The bill would create a turnaround
provision that would mandate that
lands in developed communities within
the seashore which were acquired as
nonconforming lands and are not
needed to further the purposes of the
act be sold. Conveyed with these prop-
erties would be restrictions to insure
that any future use conform with sea-
shore regulations. The revenues from
these sales would be used to create a
revolving fund for the Park Service to
purchase additional lands within the
seashore. This is a well thought out
and innovative solution to a long-
standing problem.

Other sections of our bill address
problems detailed by GAO in its 1981
assessment of the seashore, done at
the request of Senator MoyNIHAN and
Senator Javits. Specifically, section
3(e) of the current law would be
amended to insure that the Park Serv-
ice performs its proper role in assuring
the continued viability of the seashore
and that it interferes as little as possi-
ble with local governments, while still
fulfilling its obligation to protect this
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valuable resource. I believe that this
legislation offers a very just settle-
ment to the concerns of the local resi-
dents and I urge my colleagues to
adopt it.e

By Mr. RIEGLE (for himself and
Mr. EENNEDY):

Senate Joint Resolution 137. A joint
resolution to designate April 7, 1984,
as “World Health Day"”; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

WORLD HEALTH DAY

Mr. RIEGLE. Mr. President, today I
am introducing for myself and Senator
KENNEDY, Senate Joint Resolution 137
designating April 7, 1984, as “World
Health Day.”

April T is celebrated as “World
Health Day" around the world to pro-
mote better health care for all people
and to draw attention to the World
Health Organization's goal of health
for all by the year 2000. Good health
is essential for people to be able to
lead socially and economically produc-
tive lives.

Mr. President, given the quality of
life enjoyed in this country, the view
of a healthy world embodied in the
call for “World Health Day” could
easily be taken for granted. The goals
of “World Health Day" are minimal,
yet essential if we are to improve the
health status of millions all over the
globe. The objectives are simply the
minimum requirements of safe water
and adequate sanitary facilities; immu-
nization against diphtheria, pertussis,
tetanus, poliomyelitis, measles, and tu-
berculosis; local health care with 20 es-
sential drugs on hand within 1 hour's
travel; and trained personnel to attend
childbirth and to care for infants and
pregnant women.

Without the World Health Organi-
zation, the central agency of the
United Nations directing international
health activities, these goals would
remain unrealized. The constant sur-
veillance, control, and eradication of
disease; the collection, dissemination,
and exchange of health data; and col-
laborative research are all directed
and supported by the World Health
Organization. In this country, the
American Association for World
Health serves to heighten our aware-
ness of the issues surrounding world
health and works with the World
Health Organization to make our par-
ticipation in their efforts worthwhile.

Mr. President, health for all begins
with each one of us becoming aware of
how we we can improve our own
health and which contributions we can
make to the goals of “World Health
Day" in other parts of the world.

In declaring April 7, 1984, as “World
Health Day,” it is my hope that we
will increase our awareness of what
must be undertaken to make ourselves
and all people in the world healthier.
Good health does not just happen. To
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contribute to making health for all by
the year 2000 a reality, I urge all my
colleagues to join me in cosponsoring
this resolution.

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 REcorp, as follows:

S.J. Res. 137

Whereas the health of a nation depends
upon the health of its people;

Whereas improvement of the health of
the people of our Nation contributes to
world health, and world health contributes
to the health of our Nation—a principle
enunciated in the Constitution of the World
Health Organization and accepted by the
United States;

Whereas the United States is an active
member of the World Health Organization
and has both benefited from and contribut-
ed to the achievements of the Organization;

Whereas the countries of the world,
acting through the World Health Orgniza-
tion, are committed to the goal of “Health
for All by the Year 2000;"

Whereas primary health care is recog-
nized as a key to the attainment of “Health
for All by the Year 2000;"

Whereas health education and health
awareness, prevention and treatment of
common diseases and illnesses, basic sanita-
tion, and adequate nutrition are essential
elements of primary health care;

Whereas the World Health Organization
has established April 7 of each year as
World Health Day to call attention to what
individuals and governments can do to fur-
ther the health of human beings every-
where, and the American Association of
World Health has sponsored and assisted in
this endeavor; and

Whereas it has been the custom for the
President to call attention to World Health
Day each year in the form of a public mes-
sage: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled, That April 7, 1984, is
designated as “World Health Day,” and the
President is authorized and requested to
issue a proclamation calling upon the people
of the United States to observe the day with
ai;:drltiiopriate programs, ceremonies, and ac-
t es.

® Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I
rise in support of my colleague, Mr.
RIEGLE, as he introduces this resolu-
tion to declare the day of April 7, 1984,
as “World Health Day.”

“World Health Day” will be cele-
brated in the coming year on the 36th
anniversary of the signing of the
World Health Organization’s (WHO)
constitution. Yet on “World Health
Day" we look beyond the admirable ef-
forts of WHO to direct and coordinate
international efforts to improve
health on a global scale. On “World
Health Day” we should remind our-
selves that the responsibility for our
Nations’ health must also include re-
sponsibility for other nations. Disease,
malnutrition, and pestilence honor no
boundaries, economic, geographic, or
political.

Tuberculosis, a disease which once
posed a major threat in the United
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States, still afflicts almost 11 million
people annually worldwide; 1 in 10
cases of the 30,000 cases of TB report-
ed in the United States is fatal. De-
spite the tragedy of those deaths,
there are areas of the world with far
greater prevalences and TB mortality
rates, such as Latin America where 1
in 5 of the 220,000 reported cases are
fatal. As such, we must work in con-
cert with other nations to improve
health for all.

Vaccination against the diseases of
childhood—diphtheria, measles, polio-
myelitis, tetanus, tuberculosis, and
whooping cough—has been a priority
for State and local government in the
past decade here in our own country.
The diseases from which we have
worked to spare our Nation’s children
are the same ones against which other
countries are fighting to save their
next generation. As we have strived to
improve our Nation’s health through
education about health and diet so,
too, must we help to educate the rest
of the world. WHO has been working
to educate people in all countries, es-
pecially those of the Third World,
about the importance of sound nutri-
tion especially for mothers and chil-
dren.

Waterborne diarrheal disease is the
cause of 80 million deaths annually.
To reduce the threat of disease and
death WHO has promoted programs
for improved drinking water and sani-
tation systems. One such program un-
derway is called oral rehydration, the
distribution of kits to individuals
which provide the requisite materials
to increase that individual's ability to
retain water and fight infection from
the water.

“World Health Day” will call atten-
tion to some of the real victories the
people of the world have accomplished
in the field of health. Smallpox ig per-
haps the greatest example of what we
are capable of in making the world a
healthier place. For ages, smallpox
was a disease which killed up to 40
percent of its victims. There were
250,000 victims in 1958 worldwide. By
1980, efforts by health care profession-
als to isolate and destroy the disease
were so successful that smallpox had
been eradicated. The smallpox eradi-
cation programs which achieved
worldwide success in removing the
threat of one fatal disease serve as a
model for the current fight against
malaria. While we here in the United
States have eradicated malaria, other
countries are still plagued by this dis-
ease. Eradication and control pro-
grams have been working in many
countries and have been successful in
checking the spread of malaria only
when their efforts were coordinated
on both the national and international
levels.

On “World Health Day” we should
look at our national achievements as
being part of the global health effort.
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Yet we should not limit our view of
world health to medical terms. The
World Health Organization outlined
that primary care including education
about health, diet, and safety, in addi-
tion to medical treatment is one of the
key elements in improving the world
health. On April 7, 1984, “World
Health Day,” we should remember
that our work to improve the health
and the quality of life in the United
States will also positively effect the
health of the world.e

By Mr. ZORINSKY:

S.J. Res. 138. Joint resolution to es-
tablish a Commission on Teacher Edu-
cation; to the Committee on Labor and
Human Resources.

(The remarks of Mr. ZoRINSKY and
the text of the joint resolution appear
earlier in today’s RECORD.).

By Mr. MOYNIHAN (for him-
self, Mr. D’AmaTo and Mr.
BAKER):

S.J. Res. 139. Joint resolution to
commemorate the centennial of Elea-
nor Roosevelt's birth; to the Commit-
tee on Energy and Natural Resources.

CENTENNIAL OF THE BIRTH OF ELEANOR
ROOSEVELT

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, Oc-
tober 11, 1984, will mark the 100th an-
niversary of the birth of Eleanor Roo-
sevelt, one of the most remarkable
women of the 20th century. Today, I
am introducing a joint resolution to
commemorate that centennial. This
legislation is the outgrowth of a sug-
gestion I received from Lucille Patti-
son, the energetic county executive of
Dutchess County, N.Y.—the county in
which Franklin and Eleanor Roose-
velt’s Hyde Park home was located.

Eleanor Roosevelt will, forever, be
remembered as the dynamic First
Lady and U.N. delegate who champi-
oned the cause of the underprivileged
and the oppressed. She redefined the
role of the American political wife,
and, in her own right, had an enduring
influence in domestic and internation-
al politics.

Eleanor Roosevelt was a niece of
President Theodore Roosevelt and
grew up in the narrow world of privi-
leged New York society. Although she
cultivated an interest in public affairs
when her husband became a New
York State senator, she developed a
strong sense of public service only
when Franklin Delano Roosevelt as-
sumed subcabinet duties in Washing-
ton during World War 1.

After F.D.R. was crippled by polio in
1921, Eleanor Roosevelt served as his
surrogate in New York Democratic
Party affairs. Though she had not
been sympathetic to the suffrage
movement, she became active in the
League of Women Voters and the
Women's Trade Union League. Un-
comfortable at public speaking, she
nonetheless accepted scores of speak-
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ing invitations. She also established a
furniture factory at Val-Kill, in Hyde
Park, to aid the unemployed.

During F.D.R.’s 4-year term as Gov-
ernor, she answered his mail and rep-
resented him in inspections of State
institutions. When he became Presi-
dent, in addition to the usual social
duties of First Lady, she promoted var-
ious New Deal projects, including sub-
sistence homesteads, the National
Youth Administration, and women's
programs.

Her influence was such that she had
her own weekly press conferences and
syndicated daily newspaper column.
During World War II she served briefly
as cochairman of the Office of Civilian
Defense. She corresponded with many
servicemen overseas and toured several
theaters of operations.

Following F.D.R.'s death, President
Truman sought Eleanor Roosevelt's
advice and she gave it freely, urging
him in particular to appoint women to
public service posts and to continue
the Fair Employment Practices Com-
mittee. President Truman appointed
her a delegate to the first U.N. Gener-
al Assembly and later to the U.N.
Human Rights Commission. In this
latter post, she drafted and fought for
adoption of the Declaration of Human
Rights. A U.N. delegate until 1952, she
forcefully urged the establishment of
the State of Israel. She was reappoint-
ed a U.N. delegate by President Ken-
nedy in 1961 and remained in the dele-
gation until her death on November 7,
1962.

I knew Eleanor Roosevelt. In Decem-
ber of 1961, President Kennedy cre-
ated a President’s Commission on the
Status of Women, with Mrs. Roosevelt
as its chairman. I was an assistant to
the Secretary of Labor at the time and
represented him on the Commission.
Mrs. Roosevelt was an energetic chair-
man up until the time of her death.
She was gracious but firm minded and
helped guide the Commission to its
conclusion that the role of women in
American economic affairs was artifi-
cially and unwisely restricted.

The resolution I am introducing will
establish a commission to encourage
and coordinate commemorations of
the centennial of Eleanor Roosevelt’s
birth. Day-to-day staff assistance to
the Commission will be provided by
the Eleanor Roosevelt Institute, a
nonprofit organization headquartered
in New York City. The Eleanor Roose-
velt Institute is legal successor to the
Eleanor Roosevelt Memorial Founda-
tion, a federally chartered organiza-
tion under the provisions of Public
Law 88-11, approved on April 23, 1963.
Except for nominal travel and per
diem payments to private members of
the Commission when they attend
meetings, the resolution will not entail
any Federal expenditures over those
otherwise authorized in law.
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Section 5 of the resolution directs
the Interior Department to substan-
tially complete renovation of Val-Kill,
the Eleanor Roosevelt National His-
toric Site, in fiscal year 1984. The ren-
ovation has been underway for some
years and the purpose of this section
is simply to make certain that the Na-
tional Park Service has Val-Kill fully
open to the public in time for the El-
eanor Roosevelt centennial year.

When Eleanor Roosevelt died, Adlai
Stevenson, the U.S. Ambassador to the
United Nations and long-time friend of
hers remarked, “She would rather
light candles than curse the darkness,
and her glow warmed the world.”

Her life and work were a credit to
the United States; she, in turn, devot-
ed her life to our country and to the
pursuit of our ideals of liberty and op-
portunity the world over.

I am pleased to be joined in intro-
ducing this resolution by my col-
league, Senator D’AmMaTo. The majori-
ty leader has been most helpful in pre-
paring this resolution and has assured
me of his support for its adoption. I
am most grateful. I urge other Sena-
tors to cosponsor this resolution. I ask
that the text of the resolution be
printed in the Recorp following my re-
marks.

There being no objection, the bill
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows;

8.J. Res. 139

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of Ameri-
can in Congress assembled, that the Con-
gress finds and declares that—

(1) Eleanor Roosevelt, who was First Lady
of the United States from 1933 to 1945, was
one of the country's great First Ladies;

(2) Born into wealth and privilege herself,
Eleanor Roosevelt nevertheless worked tire-
lessly to secure opportunities for disadvan-
taged Americans and to improve the lot of
the needy elsewhere and particularly in de-
veloping countries;

(3) Both during and after her service in
the White House, Eleanor Roosevelt cam-
paigned indefatigably for human rights in
the United States and throughout the
world;

(4) Eleanor Roosevelt devoted her efforts
especially to promoting the welfare of chil-
dren.

(5) For this service, for her articulate and
compassionate advocacy of the highest
American ideals, and for demonstrating by
personal example the capacities of Ameri-
can women to succeed in areas of daily life
and work from which they were frequently
excluded in her day, Eleanor Roosevelt
earned a place of honor and respect in the
hearts of the American people;

(6) October 11, 1984, marks the centennial
of Eleanor Roosevelt’s birth, and it is appro-
priate for Americans to mark this occasion
with appropriate commemorations during
1984,

Sec. 2 (a) There is hereby established a
Commission on the Eleanor Roosevelt Cen-
tennial

(b) 'I:he membership of the Commission
shall consist of the following:
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(1) two members of the House of Repre-
sentatives, designated by the Speaker of the
House;

(2) two members of the Senate, designated
by the President of the Senate;

(3) the Director of the National Park
Service, ex officio;

(4) the Archivist of the United States, ex
officio;

(5) the Librarian of Congress, ex officio;

(6) the Governor of the State of New
York, ex officio;

(7) the county executive of Dutchess
County, New York, ex officio;

(8) the surviving children of Mrs. Eleanor
Roosevelt; and

(9) the chairman of the Eleanor Roosevelt
Institute.

(c) Commission members shall designate
one of their number as Chairman.

Sec. 3. The Commission established by
section 2 of this Act shall—

(1) encourage and recognize appropriate
observances and commemorations, through-
out the United States, of the one hundredth
anniversary of the birth of Eleanor Roose-
velt;

(2) provide advice and assistance in estab-
lishing such observances and commemora-
tions; and

(3) coordinate the activities of Federal
agencies in support of such observances and
commemorations.

Sec. 4. (a) The Commission shall meet no
later than thirty days after enactment of
this Act at a place and location determined
by the Librarian of Congress, and at such
intervals thereafter as the Commission may
decide.

(b) The Administrator of General Services
and the Director of the National Park Serv-
ice shall provide the Commission such as-
sistance and facilities as may be necessary
to conduct its meetings.

(¢) The Commission may accept donations
of money and services to carry out its re-
sponsibilities.

(d) The Eleanor Roosevelt Institute, a
not-for-profit organization incorporated in
the State of New York, and successor orga-
nization to the Eleanor Roosevelt Memorial
Foundation, chartered pursuant to Public
Law 88-11, shall provide staff assistance to
and coordinate policies and events for the
Commission.

(eX1) The private members of the Com-
mission shall be reimbursed for their travel
and compensated for their time engaged on
Commission business at the daily rate estab-
lished for employees at grade 18 of the Gen-
eral Schedule.

(2) The Secretary of the Interior is au-
thorized, out of appropriations otherwise
available to him, such sums as may be nec-
essary to carry out the provisions of this
paragraph.

Sec, 5. (a) In commemoration of the one
hundredth anniversary of the birth of Elea-
nor Roosevelt, the Secretary of the Interior,
acting through the Director of the National
Park Service, shall complete the renovation
of the Eleanor Roosevelt National Historic
Site at Val-Kill in Hyde Park, New York, in
fiscal year 1984 sufficiently to open it to full
public visitation.

(b) The Secretary of the ‘Interior is au-
thorized, out of funds available to him in
any fiscal year, such sums as may be neces-
sary to carry out the purposes of this sec-
tion.

Mr. D’AMATO. Mr. President, I rise
today to join my distinguished col-
league, Senator MoOYNIHAN, in com-
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memorating the 100th anniversary of
the birth of Eleanor Roosevelt. A
native of New York, Eleanor Roosevelt
was a lady who accomplished a great
deal as a woman in her own right, as
well as in the capacity of the wife of
our 32d President.

The chronicling of her accomplish-
ments would be a task requiring many
volumes. I wish to bring to attention
only a few. Born into a situation
which could have offered a life of lei-
sure and ease, Mrs. Roosevelt, chose
instead to reach out to those less for-
tunate with an indefatigable spirit and
a compassion that left few unmoved.
Long before any political advantage
could be attributed as her motive, she
joined many organizations in an effort
to further the cause of those whose
rights were less protected than her
own. The question of equality for
women and minorities found a place in
the national spotlight as a direct
result of her efforts.

As First Lady, she served a unique
role in this country’s history. Presi-
dent Roosevelt, because of his illness,
could not travel around the country.
Therefore, Mrs. Roosevelt acted as his
eyes and ears, ceaselessly apprising
him of the feelings of the people. In
the midst of the steepest depression
and most cataclysmic war in this coun-
try's history, she carried a beacon of
hope whose light none of her critics
could dim. Many soldiers, wounded
and far from home, were comforted by
her. The long hours she spent in this
task and others too numerous to cite
are legend born of fact.

After the tragic death of her hus-
band, Eleanor Roosevelt continued to
play a vital role in the affairs of our
country. As American Ambassador to
the United Nations, she was the guid-
ing force behind the Universal Decla-
ration of Human Rights and com-
manded the respect of the entire as-
semblage in a way none of her succes-
sors has been able to match.

Her final official capacity, in which
she served until her death, was as
chairman of President Kennedy's
Commission on the Status of Women.
She championed the cause of equality
both in words and through the exam-
ple she set.

Today, we accept as given many of
the benefits for which Eleanor Roose-
velt fought. Let us not forget, howev-
er, the dedication, toil, and, most of
all, compassion of the woman who was
their champion. She stood, often
alone, for justice in America and the
world. She remains the standard
bearer of the conscience of our Nation.
She will always be remembered by
those who admire the select few whose
deeds outstrip their words.

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I want
to take this opportunity to commend
my distinguished colleagues from New
York for sponsoring this joint resolu-
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tion, and I would like to add my name
to the list of cosponsors.

History leaves no doubt as to the re-
markable and unique and vital force
that was Eleanor Roosevelt. Her
legacy is as bright today as it ever was,
and she will forever be a symbol of
caring and unselfish devotion. It is all
too fitting that we commemorate the
100th anniversary of her birth.

I am most pleased to learn Mr. Presi-
dent that the Eleanor Roosevelt Insti-
tute will be involved in the centennial
celebration. The institute is a not-for-
profit organization that has already
distinguished itself through the expert
work of its members, and I am confi-
dent that their assistance will be sig-
nificant.

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS
8. 817
At the request of Mr. STEnNNI1S, the
name of the Senator from Ohio (Mr.
GLENN) was added as a cosponsor of S.
617, a bill to promote the use of
energy-conserving equipment and bio-
fuels by the Department of Defense,
and for other purposes.
8. 1051
At the request of Mr. Tower, the
name of the Senator from Alabama
(Mr. DENTON) wWas added as a cospon-
sor of S. 1051, a bill to amend the In-
ternal Revenue Code of 1954 to allow
certain prepayments of principal and
interest to be treated as contributions
to an individual retirement account, to
allow amounts to be withdrawn from
such account to purchase a principal
residence, and for other purposes.
5. 1080
At the request of Mr. GrassLEY, the
names of the Senator from Illinois
(Mr. Dixon), the Senator from North
Dakota (Mr. Burbick), and the Sena-
tor from Colorado (Mr. ARMSTRONG)
were added as cosponsors of S. 1080, a
bill to amend the Administrative Pro-
cedure Act to require Federal agencies
to analyze the effects of rules to im-
prove their effectiveness and to de-
crease their compliance costs, to pro-
vide for a periodic review of regula-
tions, and for other purposes.
8. 1148
At the request of Mr. BENTSEN, the
name of the Senator from Arizona
(Mr. GOLDWATER) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 1146, a bill to amend the
Federal Aviation Act of 1958 to pro-
vide for the revocation of the airman
certificates and for additional penal-
ties for the transportation by aircraft
of controlled substances, and for other
purposes.
8. 1350
At the request of Mr. Laxart, the
name of the Senator from Alabama
(Mr. DENTON) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 1350, a bill to amend the Fed-
eral Election Campaign Act of 1971 to
increase the role of political parties in
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financing campaigns under such act,
and for other purposes.
8. 1575

At the request of Mr. Sasser, the
name of the Senator from Massachu-
setts (Mr. TsonGAs) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 1575, a bill to improve
the highway bridge replacement and
rehabilitation program. °

5. 1634

At the request of Mr. WaLLop, the
name of the Senator from Utah (Mr.
HaTtcH) was added as a cosponsor of S.
1634, a bill to amend the Mineral
Lands Leasing Act of 1920 and for
other purposes.

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 54

At the request of Mr. NickLEs, the
names of the Senator from Arizona
(Mr. DeConcini), and the Senator
from Connecticut (Mr. Dobb) were
added as cosponsors of Senate Joint
Resolution 54, a joint resolution to au-
thorize and request the President to
designate the month of January 1984
as “National Eye Health Care Month.”

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 32

At the request of Mr. SPECTER, the
name of the Senator from Massachu-
setts (Mr. Tsoncas) was added as a co-
sponsor of Senate Concurrent Resolu-
tion 32, a concurrent resolution to ex-
press the sense of the Congress con-
cerning the legal minimum age for
drinking and purchasing alcohol.

SENATE RESOLUTION 127

At the request of Mr. ANDREWS, the
names of the Senator from South
Carolina (Mr. THURMOND), the Senator
from Wisconsin (Mr. KAsTEN), the
Senator from Connecticut (Mr.
WeIicker), and the Senator from
Kansas (Mrs. Kassepaum) were added
as cosponsors of Senate Resolution
127, a resolution to make the Select
Committee on Indian Affairs a perma-
nent committee of the Senate.

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLU-
TION 59—ORIGINAL RESOLU-
TION REPORTED RELATING TO
THE CHANGING ROLE OF THE
BOOK IN THE FUTURE

Mr. MATHIAS, from the Committee
on Rules and Administration, reported
the following original concurrent reso-
lution; which was placed on the calen-
dar:

8. Con. Res. 59

Whereas the Congress of the United
States has built and nurtured a library pre-
eminent in the world;

Whereas this library beginning as a small
collection of books has now grown to over
one hundred eighty million items in all for-
mats encompassing all areas of knowledge;

Whereas eighteen million of these items
are conventional books which throughout
history have been the most powerful and
democratizing learning device known to
mankind;

Whereas the book is now among the least
expensive and most widely accessible means
to liberty and learning;
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Whereas advances in technology over the
last two decades have in many ways comple-
mented the book as a learning tool;

Whereas rapidly advancing technologies
and electronic printing and publishing are
revolutionizing the world of learning and
the role of the book in the future; and

Whereas the Congress in 1977 established
the Center for the Book in the Library of
Congress to study the development of the
written record in our society: Now, there-
fore, be it

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep-
resentatives concurring), That—

(1) a timely study of the changing role of
the book in the future is highly desirable;

(2) the Congress authorizes the Librarian
of Congress, under the auspices of the
Center for the Book of the Library of Con-
gress, to conduct such an inquiry,

(3) in conducting such a study, the Librar-
ian of Congress shall seek the advice and as-
sistance of persons highly knowledgeable
about the role of the book in civilization
and the influence of new technologies on
the future of the book;

{4) such persons should include scholars,
authors, educators, publishers, librarians,
scientists, and individuals in computer tech-
nology, industry, and labor; and

(5) the Librarian of Cdngress should
transmit the results of such a study to the
Congress of the United States not later
than December 1, 1984.

SENATE RESOLUTION 184—
ORIGINAL RESOLUTION RE-
PORTED RELATING TO THE
SENATE PAGE PROGRAM

Mr. MATHIAS, from the Committee
on Rules and Administration, reported

the following original resolution;
which was placed on the calendar:
S. Res. 184

Resolved, That until otherwise hereafter
provided for by law, there shall be paid out
of the contingent fund of the Senate such
amounts as may be necessary to enable the
Secretary of the Senate to furnish educa-
tional services and related items for Senate
Pages in accordance with this resolution.

Sec. 2. The Senate Page Program shall be
administered by the Sergeant at Arms and
Doorkeeper of the Senate and the Secretar-
ies for the Majority and Minority of the
Senate. All policy decisions regarding the
operation of the Senate Page Program shall
be made by the Senate Management Board,
with the concurrence of the Majority and
Minority Leaders of the Senate.

Sec. 3. In order to provide educational
services and related items for Senate Pages,
the Secretary of the Senate is authorized to
enter into a contract, agreement, or other
arrangement with the Board of Education
of the District of Columbia, or to provide
such educational services and items in such
other manner as he may deem appropriate.

Skc. 4. The educational services under the
Senate Page Program shall consist of an
academic year comprising two terms, and a
page serving in such program shall be in the
11th grade.

Skc. 5. This resolution shall take effect as
of the date of its approval.
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SENATE RESOLUTION 185—RE-
LATING TO ESTABLISHMENT
OF A SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON
THE FAMILY, YOUTH, AND
CHILDREN

Mr. DENTON (for himself, Mr.
DeConcini, and Mr. HatcH) submitted
the following resolution; which was re-
ferred to the Committee on Rules and
Administration:

S. REs, 185

Resolved, That (a)1) there is established
a temporary special committee of the
Senate to be known as the Special Commit-
tee on the Family, Youth, and Children
(hereafter in this resolution referred to as
the “special committee™). The special com-
mittee shall be composed of eleven members
appointed by the President pro tempore
from the recommendations of the Minority
and Majority Leaders. Six members shall be
appointed from the majority party and five
members shall be appointed from the mi-
nority party.

(2) The President pro tempore shall desig-
nate a member of the special committee rec-
ommended by the Majority Leader to serve
as chairman.

(b)}1) A majority of the members of the
special committee shall constitute a quorum
for the transaction of business, except that
the special committee may fix a lesser
number as a quorum for the purpose of
taking sworn testimony.

(2) Vacancies in the membership of the
special committee shall not affect the au-
thority of the remaining members to exe-
cute the functions of the committee, and
shall be filled in the same manner as origi-
nal appointments are made.

(3) The special committee shall adopt
rules of procedure not inconsistent with the
rules of the Senate governing standing com-
mittees of the Senate.

(¢) Service of a Senator as a member or as
chairman of the special committee shall not
be taken into account for the purposes of
paragraph 4 of rule XXV of the Standing
Rules of the Senate.

(d) The chairman may establish such sub-
committees of the special committee as he
considers appropriate, but each such sub-
committee shall be composed of not less
than four members,

Skc. 2. (a) It shall be the duty of the spe-
cial committee to—

(1) make a full and complete study and in-
vestigation of the matters pertaining to the
family, childhood and adolescence, includ-
ing but not limited to, the problems of
health (including child development and ad-
olescent pregnancy), welfare (including
child pornography and obscenity), educa-
tion, marital relations, employment, eco-
nomic policy, recreation, nutrition, adop-
tion, foster care, and other problems of
childhood, adolescence, and the welfare of
families generally;

(2) study the use of all practicable means
of encouraging the development of public
and private programs and policies which
will assist the family, youth or children; and

(3) review and recommendations relating
to the family, youth or children made by
the President or by any department or
agency of the Federal Government.

(b) The special committee shall report to
the Senate on the results of any investiga-
tion and review conducted under subsection
(a) not later than March 31, 1984. The spe-
cial committee shall submit a final report on
the results of the investigation and review
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conducted pursuant to subsection (a) not
later than November 30, 1984.

(c) No proposed legislation shall be re-
ferred to the special committee, and such
committee shall not have the power to
report by bill or otherwise have any legisla-
tive jurisdiction.

(d) After submission of its report pursuant
to subsection (b), the special committee
shall have 30 days to close its affairs and on
the expiration of such 30-day period shall
cease to exist.

Skec. 3. (a) For the purposes of this resolu-
tion, the special committee is authorized (1)
to make expenditures from the contingent
fund of the Senate, (2) to employ personnel,
(3) to hold hearings, (4) to sit and act at any
time or place during the sessions, recesses,
and adjourned periods of the Senate, (5) to
require, by subpena or otherwise, the at-
tendance of witnesses and the production of
correspondence, books, papers, and docu-
ments, (6) to take depositions and other tes-
timony, (7) to procure the services of indi-
vidual consultants or organizations thereof,
in accordance with the provisions of section
202(i) of the Legislative Reorganization Act
of 1946, and (8) with the prior consent of
the department or agency of the Federal
Government concerned and the Committee
on Rules and Administration, to use on a re-
imbursable basis the services of personnel of
any such department or agency.

(b) With the consent of the chairman of
any other committee of the Senate, the spe-
cial committee may utilize the facilities and
the services of the staff of such other com-
mittee of the Senate, or any subcommittee
thereof, whenever the chairman of the spe-
cial committee determines that such action
is necessary and appropriate.

(e) The chairman of the special committee
or any member thereof may administer
oaths to witnesses.,

(d) Subpenas authorized by the speclal
committee may be issued over the signature
of the chairman or any member of the spe-
cial committee designated by the chairman,
and may be served by any person designated
by the member signing the subpena.

Sec. 4. Expenses of the special committee
under this resolution shall be paid from the
contingent fund of the Senate upon vouch-
ers approved by the chairman of the special
committee, except that vouchers shall not
be required for the disbursement of salaries
of employees paid an annual rate,

Mr. DENTON. Mr. President, I am
pleased today to submitting with my
distinguished colleagues, Senators
DeConcint and HaTtcH, a resolution to
establish a Senate Special Committee
on Family, Youth, and Children. The
committee would be a temporary com-
mittee composed of 11 members ap-
pointed by the President pro tempore
of the Senate on the recommendations
of the minority and majority leaders.
The committee would have no legisla-
tive jurisdiction.

As I am sure many of my colleagues
are keenly aware, the Senate for too
many years now has lacked any vehi-
cle for a comprehensive examination
of policies, legislation, and national
trends as they effect the well-being of
our Nation's families and children.
Our attention to the needs of families
has at best been fragmented among an
assortment of different legislative
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committees and subcommittees. At
worst, we have essentially ignored
those needs. Yet one way or another,
the policies which our Federal Gov-
ernment establishes by law or by regu-
lation can play a major role in promot-
ing either family unity or family disin-
tegration; either a positive environ-
ment for children growing into adult-
hood or a negative one.

The family is now in a worse period
of crisis than ever before in our Na-
tion’s history. Roughly one out of
every two marriages now ends in di-
vorce, and according to one estimate,
single parent families are forming at
20 times the rate of two-parent fami-
lies. One result of that unfortunate
trend is that more and more children
go without attention from a parent
during the day, as increasing numbers
of single mothers are forced into the
work force to provide for children
without help from a husband. Indeed,
estimates show that close to 1 million
children under age 5 are left without
any adult care during the day.

The percentage of female-headed
households has almost doubled since
1970, so that 19 percent of all house-
holds are now headed by women. The
number of children living with only
one parent has doubled since 1960 so
that, according to one estimate, 45 per-
cent of all children born in 1977 will
live in a single-parent home at some
time before reaching age 18.

The formation of families and the
successful rearing of children have
become more difficult than ever

before. As healthy parental influence
has diminished, we have seen the re-
sults in rising rates of juvenile prob-
lems, including teenage alcohol and

drug abuse, adolescent pregnancy,
teenage suicide, and juvenile delin-
quency. We see great confusion among
our young people about direction and
purpose in their lives.

Mr. President, the special committee
I am proposing today would make a
comprehensive study of matters af-
fecting the family, childhood, and ado-
lescence including, but not restricted
to, problems of health, including child
development and adolescent pregnan-
cy; welfare, including child pornogra-
phy, education, marriage, employ-
ment, economic policy, recreation,
adoption, foster care, and other issues
and problems. It would encourage and
promote public and private policies
and programs that assist families,
youth and children.

I urge its prompt consideration.

Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President,
today I join my colleague, Senator
DenTON in introducing a resolution
calling for a Senate Special Committee
on the Family, Youth, and Children.

The problems facing the family in
America today are multifaceted and
complex and because the problems are
not simple, neither are the solutions. I
believe that this special committee will
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give the Senate the opportunity to
truly focus on these problems and at
least begin the search for meaningful
solutions.

The committee’s purpose is to make
a comprehensive overview of the
family in America today. The commit-
tee will look at problems of employ-
ment, education, health, welfare, and
economic policy and will report back
to Congress by the end of 1984 with its
findings.

The crisis of the family is neither a
conservative nor a liberal issue. It is an
issue which crosses party lines and
ideologies. That is why I call on all of
my colleagues in the Senate to join me
in support of this resolution.

SENATE RESOLUTION 186—
ORIGINAL RESOLUTION RE-
PORTED TO PAY A GRATUITY
TO KATHERINE C. AHLERS

Mr. MATHIAS, from the Committee
on Rules and Administration, reported
the following original legislation;
which was placed on the calendar:

S. Res. 186

Resolved, That the Secretary of the
Senate hereby is authorized and directed to
pay, from the contingent fund of the
Senate, to Katherine C. Ahlers, widow of
John C. Ahlers, an employee of the Senate
at the time of his death, a sum equal to one
year’s compensation at the rate he was re-
ceiving by law at the time of his death, said
sum to be considered inclusive of funeral ex-
penses and all other allowances,

AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED

CRITICAL AGRICULTURAL
MATERIALS

JEPSEN AMENDMENT NO. 2102

(Ordered to lie on the table.)

Mr. JEPSEN submitted three
amendments intended to be proposed
by him to the bill (HR. 2733) to
extend and improve the existing pro-
gram of research, development, and
demonstration in the production and
manufacture of gauyule rubber, and to
broaden such program to include
other critical agricultural materials, as
follows:

At the appropriate place in the bill, insert
the following new section:

ANNOUNCEMENT OF ACREAGE LIMITATION AND

SET-ASIDE PROGRAMS

Sec. . (a) Effective for the 1984 and 1985
crop of feed grains, the second sentence of
section 105B(e)X1XA) of the Agricultural
Act of 1949 (7 U.S.C. 1444d(eX1XA)), as
amended by section 124(1) of the Omnibus
Budget Reconciliation Act of 1982, is
amended by striking out “November 15" and
inserting in lieu thereof “September 30",

(b) Effective for the 1985 crop of wheat,
the second sentence of section 107B(e)X1XA)
of the Agricultural Act of 1949 (7 U.S.C.
1445b-1(eX1)(A)), as amended by section
122(1) of the Omnibus Budget Reconcilia-
tion Act of 1982, is amended by striking out
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“August 15" and inserting in lieu thereof
“July 1",

DAIRY PRICE SUPPORTS

JEPSEN AMENDMENT NO. 2103

(Ordered to lie on the table.)

Mr. JEPSEN submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill (S. 1529) to stabilize a tem-
porary imbalance in the supply and
demand for dairy products, to enable
milk producers to establish, finance,
and carry out a coordinated program
of dairy product promotion, to adjust
the support levels for the 1983 and
subsequent crops of tobacco, to make
modifications in the tobacco produc-
tion adjustment program, and for
other purposes; as follows:

At the appropriate place in the bill, insert
the following new section:

BARTER OF SURPLUS DAIRY PRODUCTS FOR
STRATEGIC AND CRITICAL MATERIALS

Sec. . (a) Notwithstanding any other
provision of law, during fiscal years 1984
and 1985, the Commodity Credit Corpora-
tion shall accept offers from individuals or
commercial firms to exchange strategic and
critical materials needed to meet unmet na-
tional goals established under the Strategic
and Critical Materials Stock Piling Act (50
U.S.C. 98 et seq.) for surplus dairy stocks
owned by the Corporation if—

(1) such stocks will be exported;

(2) the value assigned to such stocks at
the time of delivery is less than the world
price at such time;

(3) the value assigned to such materials at
the time of delivery is less than the world
price at such time;

(4) the Secretary of Agriculture is reason-
ably assured that export markets for United
States dairy products through commercial
channels will not be displaced by such ex-
change, and

(5) such exchange will not result in the
expenditure of funds by the Secretary or
the Corporation other than for normal ad-
ministrative costs.

(b) In carrying out subsection (a), the Cor-
poration shall use in each of the fiscal years
1984 and 1985 a quantity of dairy products
equal to—

(1) at least 15 percent of uncommitted sur-
plus dairy stocks existing at the beginning
of fiscal year 1984; or

(2) if the Corporation does not receive
offers to exchange such quantity of dairy
products, a quantity equal to the quantity
of such stocks offered to be exchanged.

(¢) the Corporation may—

(1) transfer strategic and critical materials
acquired under this section to the National
Defense Stockpile established under the
Strategic and Critical Materials Stock Piling
Act, and shall be reimbursed for such mate-
rials, in accordance with section 4(h) of the
Commodity Credit Corporation Charter Act
(15 U.S.C. T14(h)); or

(2) retain possession of, and title to, such
materials.

(d) No later than six months after the
date of the enactement of the Dairy and To-
bacco Adjustment Act of 1983, and each six
months thereafter through fiscal year 1985,
the Secretary of Agriculture shall submit a
report to the Congress describing—
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(1) exchanges made under this section
during the previous six month period; and

(2) any offers for exchanges made under
this section during such period which were
rejected by the Corporation and the reasons
for such rejection.

CRITICAL AGRICULTURAL
MATERIALS

JEPSEN (AND KASSEBAUM)
AMENDMENT NO. 2104

(Ordered to lie on the table.)

Mr. JEPSEN (for himself and Mrs.
KasseBaUM) submitted an amendment
intended to be proposed by them to
the bill H.R. 2733; as follows:

At the appropriate place in the bill, insert
the following:

Sec. . (a) The Congress finds that—

(1) the United States balance of merchan-
dise trade was a negative $31,800,000,000 in
1982;

(2) the United States share of world ex-
ports has declined from 15.4 per centum in
1970 to 13 per centum in 1982;

(3) one out of every eight United States
manufacturing jobs is for export production
and 20 per centum of our industrial produc-
tion is exported;

(4) agriculture is the largest employer in
the Nation providing for almost twenty-
three million jobs, one million three hun-
dred thousand of these being export related;

(5) the value of agricultural exports has
dropped 18.9 per centum since 1881 and
United States agricultural market share has
dropped precipitously for such commodities
as course grains, wheat, cottom, soybean
meal and oil, rice, and poultry;

(68) increased ocean shipping costs will
negate numerous United States efforts to
promote exports,;

(7) current world market conditions trans-
late increased export prices into reduced
income for domestic producers and lost
United States sales abroad for such goods as
agricultural products, coal, forest products,
fertilizers, chemicals, ores and metals, and
pulp and paper products;

(8) increased import costs for such goods
as petroleum and other bulk materials will
increase energy costs and production costs
for the agricultural, fertilizer, iron and
steel, rubber, textile, chemical, nonferrous
refining, and paper industries;

(9) trade barriers have proven harmful to
United States industry, labor, and consum-
ers in the past;

(10) world bulk shipping capacity is cur-
rently in excess and is expected to remain so
for at least the next decade;

(11) the effective United States controlled
fleet, which is controlled by United States
companies and subject to requisition by the
United States Government, remains a
strong and competitive force in the interna-
tional ocean shipping industry;

(12) the United States merchant marine is
uncompetitive in the world market with
United States-flag bulk shipping costs as
much as 300 per centum higher than the
world average; and

(13) ocean shipping costs comprise a sig-
nificant portion of import and export costs
and these costs will be increased by expan-
sion of cargo preference requirements.

(b) It is the sense of Congress that further
expansion of cargo preference requirements,
whether for commercial or other trade, is

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

not in the interest of the United States and
should not be imposed.

THURMOND AMENDMENT NO.
2105

(Ordered to lie on the table.)

Mr. THURMOND submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed
by him to the bill H.R. 2733, supra:

At the appropriate place in the bill, insert
the following new section:

EXPANSION OF MILK MARKETING ORDERS

Sec. . Section 8e(17) of the Agricultural
Adjustment act, as amended and reenacted
by the Agricultural Marketing Agreement
Act of 1937 (7 U.S.C. 608c(17)), is amended
by adding at the end thereof the following
new sentence: “An amendment to a milk
order that would expand the production
area specified in such order shall not be ef-
fective unless the Secretary of Agriculture
determines, in addition to other required
findings and determinations, that such
amendment is approved or favored by at
least (A) a majority of the producers who,
during a representative period determined
by the Secretary, have been engaged, within
the area proposed to be added to the exist-
ing production area, in the production for
market of milk, and (B) two-thirds of the
producers who, during a representative
period determined by the Secretary, have
been engaged, within the area composed of
the existing production area and the area
proposed to be added to the existing produc-
tion area, in the production for market of

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
am today submitting for printing in
the REcorD an amendment I intend to
offer to H.R. 2733, the agricultural
target price bill, at an appropriate
time.

The amendment requires that,
before an existing Federal milk order
may be expanded, a majority of the
dairy farmers in the area to be an-
nexed, as well as two-thirds of the
dairy producers in the entire area to
be included within the order, must ap-
prove the expansion in a referendum.
Under the current law, only the latter
requirement—two-thirds of the pro-
ducers within the total area of the ex-
panded order—applies.

Mr., President, this amendment
simply provides a measure of addition-
al democratic protection to dairy farm-
ers within a State or part thereof pro-
posed to be included within an ex-
panded milk order. It insures that the
prevailing will of dairy producers in
the area to be annexed is not over-
whelmed by the collective will of dairy
farmers already operating under a
Federal milk order, especially in cases
where the latter substantially outnum-
ber the former. This amendment ap-
plies only to the expansion of milk
marketing orders and would not affect
other commodities.
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NOTICES OF HEARINGS

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL
RESOURCES

Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President, I
would like to announce for the infor-
mation of the Senate and the public
the scheduling of a public hearing
before the Committee on Energy and
Natural Resources on S. 1701, to
impose specific directives on the Bon-
neville Power Administration. The
hearing will be held on Wednesday,
August 3, beginning at 2 p.m. in room
SD-366 of the Dirksen Senate Office
Building.

Those wishing to testify or who wish
to submit written statements for the
hearing record should write to the
Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources, U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.
20510.

For further information regarding
this hearing you may wish to contact
Mr. Gary Ellsworth of the committee
staff at 224-5304.

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES
TO MEET

COMMITTEE ON ENVIRONMENT AND PUBLIC
WORKS

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Commit-
tee on Environment and Public Works
be authorized to meet during the ses-
sion of the Senate on Thursday, July
28, to continue the markup of 8. 757,
Solid Waste Disposal Act Amend-
ments.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, NUTRITION, AND
FORESTRY

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Commit-
tee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and For-
estry be authorized to meet during the
session of the Senate on Thursday,
July 28, to consider the nominations
of Paul Enns and Joseph Kyser to be
members of the Federal Farm Credit
Board.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

COMMITTEE ON COMMERCE, SCIENCE, AND
TRANSPORTATION

Mr., BAKER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Commit-
tee on Commerce, Science, and Trans-
portation be authorized to meet
during the session of the Senate on
Thursday, July 28, to conduct hear-
ings with the House Committee on
Energy and Commerce on local phone
rate legislation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Commit-
tee on Commerce, Science, and Trans-
portation be authorized to meet
during the session of the Senate on
Friday, July 29, to conduct joint hear-
ings with the House Committee on
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Energy and Commerce on local phone
rate legisiation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Commit-
tee on Governmental Affairs be au-
thorized to meet during the session of
the Senate on Friday, July 29, to hold
a hearing on S. 905, the National Ar-
ihltves and Records Administration

ct.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Commit-
tee on Foreign Relations be authorized
to meet during the session of the
Senate on Friday, July 29, to hold a
code word briefing on the classified
arms control issue.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.
SUBCOMMITTEE ON OVERSIGHT OF GOVERNMENT

MANAGEMENT

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Subcom-
mittee on Oversight of Government
Management of the Committee on
Governmental Affairs be authorized to
meet during the session of the Senate
on Friday, July 29, to continue hear-
ings on oversight of the management
of the Synthetic Fuels Corporation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS

BIRTHDAY TRIBUTE TO RED
SKELTON

® Mr. QUAYLE. Mr. President, I am
pleased for this occasion to bring to
the attention of my Senate colleagues,
a recent milestone in the life of one of
Indiana’s most favored sons: The T0th
birthday of Red Skelton, a native of
Vincennes, Ind., observed on July 18.

It is appropriate that we honor Red
Skelton today and I am pleased to join
him in a special visit to the White
House to commemorate his birthday
with the President.

Red Skelton has brought happiness
and laughter to generations of Ameri-
cans throughout a career that has
spanned five decades. His comic talent
was first enjoyed by audiences in
vaudeville, carnivals, circuses, river-
boats, and burlesque houses in the
early years. Later, Red starred in radio
and in over 40 motion pictures. From
the 1950’s through the 1970’s, Red
Skelton delighted new generations of
TV audiences with his unique brand of
humor, mime, and unforgettable char-
acters. In addition, Red Skelton is a
talented composer, short story writer,
and a recognized painter. One of his
favorite subjects: clown portraits, with
shocking red hair.
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Red Skelton has ably proved the
adage that laughter is the best medi-
cine. During World War II and the
Korean war, he entertained U.S.
troops overseas. He has been honored
numerous times for his selfless contri-
butions to the needy and disabled. Red
Skelton's success in show business is
equaled only by his universal appeal to
all ages.

I believe it fitting that we pay trib-
ute today to Red Skelton and I know
my Senate colleagues join me in wish-
ing him continued health, humor, and
his special grace which brings us
cheer.@

THE GUNS OF GUATEMALA

® Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, in
April of this year, the New Republic
printed an article on Guatemala writ-
ten by Allan Nairn. The events depict-
ed in this article show a shocking dis-
regard for human rights. Indeed, they
demonstrate that many in positions of
authority in Guatemala overtly dis-
miss the sanctity of human life. I am
grateful to a constituent, Mr. Paul
Henning of Waianae, Hawaii, for
bringing this article to my attention. I
believe each member of the Senate
could benefit from a close reading of
Mr. Nairn’s article.

Therefore, Mr. President, I ask that
the article, “The Guns of Guatemala,”
be printed in the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD.

The article follows:

[From the New Republic, Apr. 11, 1983]

THE GUNS OF GUATEMALA
(By Allan Nairn)

On April 20, 1982, government troops en-
tered the village of Acul in Guatemala's
northwest highlands. According to an eye-
witness, “They searched the houses and
pulled the people out, and took us to the
churchyard. The lieutenant walked up and
down, pointing at people, saying ‘These will
go to hell, these will go to heaven.’ The ones
he said would go to hell they took out to be
shot. They tied them up and kicked them
and gave them karate chops to the throat.
One soldier had a big knife and he stuck it
into their genitals and hacked them on the
neck and on the back. The people were
crying and crossing themselves. The soldiers
pulled out one boy and put him up against
the big tree. They said they were going to
shoot him because he was against the gov-
ernment. They took the others to the ceme-
tery with their hands tied behind their
backs. They dug a big ditch and lined them
up at the edge. We all had to come and
watch. The lieutenant said they were going
to be shot because ‘vou haven't educated
your children, your children are going
around with scum, and that doesn't suit us.
But we're not going to throw their bodies on
the roadside, we're just going to shoot
them.” He said this was the new law of Rios
Montt. They shot each one with a bullet in
the face from about a meter away. Parts of
their brains spilled out and scattered into
the ditch.” By the end of the day twenty-
four lay dead. The next day the troops
killed twenty-two more.

According to figures compiled by Amnesty
International, at least 12,000 unarmed civil-
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ians have died by violence in Guatemala
since 1978. Last year Amnesty reported that
2,600 had been killed between July and
March 23, when General Efrain Rios Montt
seized power in a military coup. By Decem-
ber, however, army massacres had become
more sporadic and the pace of guerrilla
raids had slackened. These developments
were widely interpreted to mean that the
government had begun to curb human
rights abuses and had succeeded in crushing
the guerrillas.

The interpretation was wrong on both
counts. The number of massacres fell be-
cause the army had completed the first
stage of a major operation designed to de-
populate the rural villages that are the
guerrillas’ logistical and political base. The
guerrilla’s level of activity fell because their
village support network had been disrupted.
During this operation, I conducted inter-
views with several dozen soldiers and offi-
cers in the field, as well as with refugees
and government officials. What they said
points to the conclusion that Rios Montt's
strategy was based on organized killing, tor-
ture, and bombing of unarmed civilians—a
round of carnage that can be expected to
resume as soon as guerrilla activity reaches
a sufficently threatening level. And far
from crushing the guerrillas, the counterin-
surgency drive has left their corps of armed
combatants essentially intact, while sowing
bitterness among the peasant survivors.

Rios Montt, who was trained in counterin-
surgency at Fort Bragg and served in 1973
as director of studies at the Pentagon's
Inter-American Defense College in Wash-
ington, D.C., brought the Guatemalan Army
back into the mainstream of international
counterinsurgency theory. General Romeo
Lucas Garia, whom Rios Montt toppled in
the coup, had attempted to fight the guer-
rillas with an uncoordinated series of rural
massacres. In the urban areas Lucas under-
took a campaign of assassinations that de-
stroyed a powerful popular movement of
trade unionists, professionals, clergy, stu-
dents, slum dwellers, and moderate politi-
cians; he recklessly continued these highly
visible killings long after their political ob-
jective had been accomplished. Besides
bringing international condemnation of
Guatemala’s human rights abuses, Lucas’
actions actually increased guerrilla
strength.

Rios Montt curtailed the politically disas-
trous urban assassinations. He shifted to a
program of centralized planning, local and
international public relations, and, as an
army strategy document put it, “establish-
ment of a scheme for control of the popula-
tion"—forced labor “civil patrols” used for
road repair, surveillance, and army-led mili-
tary forays. The cutting edge of the strate-
gy was a series of province-by-province
sweeps by massed troops to clear the tiny
mountain villages and to resettle much of
the population In army-controlled towns.
The sweeps concentrated the killing in a few
brief but fierce bursts. After the phalanx
had run out of villages in one region and
moved on to the next, it could be said that
violence in the first region had diminished
and human rights improved. By October
this claim could be made for the country as
a whole.

As the sweeps began, in provinces of Chi-
maltenango and Alta Verapaz and Baja Ver-
apaz, the level of killing—the highest in
Guatemalan history—shocked even tradi-
tionally reserved elements of the local es-
tablishment. “Not even the lives of old
people, pregnant women, or innocent chil-
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dren were respected,” said Guatemala's
Conference of Catholic Bishops in a May 27
pastoral letter. “Never in our history has it
come to such grave extremes.” In an unprec-
edented series of editorials in May, the con-
servative El Grafico, the country's leading
newspaper, stated: “Massacres have become
the order of the day . .. How is it possible to
behead an 8- or 9-year-old child? . . . We do
not (_1.eserve aid as long as this keeps occur-

At the same time, the United States Em-
bassy was assuring visitors that human
rights conditions had dramatically improved
and that if abuses were occurring they were
contrary to policy. By way of proof, they
distributed copies of the army’s “Code of
Conduct Toward the Civil Population,” a
twelve-point guide to counterinsurgency eti-
quette that admonishes soldiers not to “flirt
or take liberties with the women,” and to
“show special affection and respect for the
aged and children.”

On May 24 Rios Montt set the stage for
the sweeps through Quiché and Huehuete-
nango, the provinces with the heaviest guer-
rilla activity, by announcing that he would
grant amnesty to all guerrillas and collabo-
rators who turned themselves in before July
1. After the amnesty had expired, any resi-
dent of a village believed to be collaborating
with the guerrillas would be considered fair
game. On June 30 Rios Montt declared on
television that “today we are going to begin
a merciless struggle,” and issued a decree
that ordered all men age 18 to 30 to present
themselves for military service. The decree
stated that the army would “proceed with a
vigorous and firm military action to annihi-
late the subversion that has not understood
the good intentions of the government."

According to soldiers and officers who par-
ticipated in the action last July, August, and
September, the sweeps were directed not at
armed guerrillas but at civilians in villages
suspected of guerrilla collaboration. Rios
Montt had outlined the rationale in a May
17 interview. “The problem of the war,” he
explained, “is not just a question of who is
shooting. For each one who is shooting,
there are ten working behind him."”

According to Lieutenant Romeo Sierra,
who commands a 20-man patrol base at La
Perla, a northwest highlands plantation, the
sweeps were directed from the top. Field
commanders like Sierra receive their orders
through a chain of command which places
only three steps—the minister of defense,
the army chief of staff, and a colonel in the
provinical capital—between themselves and
Rios Montt. The commanders receive daily
orders from the colonel, and maintain
hourly radio contact with his headquarters.
“I advise him that ‘I'm going to Tutzuhil
with twenty men.’ He knows everything. Ev-
erything is controlled.” All field actions
must be reported in the commanders’ daily
“diary of operations,” which is reviewed and
criticized in monthly face-to-face evalua-
::33.& “We're on a very short leash,” Serra

Sierra, who directed the sweeps through
his patrol area of 20 square kilometers and
10,000 people, told me that thousands of ci-
villans were displaced but that “in the time
I've been here [two-and-a-half months] no
subversives have fallen. Lots of unarmed
people, women refugees, but we haven't had
actual combat with guerrillas.”

Each patrol officer, after describing the
success of his sweep, would casually point to
his local mountain and say that 50 to 75
guerrilla combatants were still at large.
Lieutenant Sierra estimated that 70 guerril-
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las were moving in the mountains immedi-
ately surrounding La Perla. “There are lots
of them around here,” said Miguel Rai-
mundo, a sergeant in Nebaj, a medium-sized
army-occupied town south of La Perla. “It's
hard to fight them. There are about 300 of
them—the ones who fight.”

Just outside Nebaj, more than 2,500 peas-
ants had been resettled on an army airstrip.
“They didn’t want to leave voluntarily,” ex-
plained Felipe, a corporal who manned the
50-caliber machine gun that dominated the
town from the church belfry. “The govern-
ment put out a call that they would have
one month to turn themselves in. So now
the army is in charge of going to get all the
people from all these villages.”

Sergeant Miguel Raimundo, who was
guarding a group of 161 suspected guerrilla
collaborators (which included 79 children
and 42 women), said, “The problem is that
almost all the village people are guerrillas.”
According to camp records, these peasants
had been rounded up in army sweeps
through the villages of Vijolom, Salquil
Grande, Tjolom, Parramos Chiquito, Paob,
Vixaj, Quejchip, and Xepium. Sergeant José
Angel, who commands a 40-man platoon
based at La Perla, explained the procedure.
“Before we get to the village, we talk with
the soldiers about what they should do and
what they shouldn't do. They all discuss it
s0 they have it in their minds. We coordi-
nate it first—we ask, what is our mission?"

According to José Angel, “One patrol
enters the village from one point, on an-
other side another patrol enters. We go in
before dawn, because everyone is sleeping.
If we come in broad daylight they get
scared, they see it's the army, and they run
because they know the army is coming to
get them.”

The army has a policy about such behav-
jor. “The people who are doing things out-
side the law run away,” the sergeant said.
“But the people who aren’t doing anything,
they stay.” He said he had seen cases where
“lots of them ran, most of a village. They
ran because they knew the army was
coming."”

Miguel Raimundo cited three cases where
villages fled en masse. “All the villages
around here, like Salquil, Palob, or here in
Sumal, they have a horn and there's a vil-
lager who watches the road. If the soldiers
come, he blows the horn. It's a signal. They
all go running.”

For the soldiers, the killing of fleeing, un-
armed civilians has become a matter of rou-
tine. I ask Felipe, the Nebaj corporal, how
the villagers react when the troops arrive.

“They flee from their homes. They run
for the mountain.”

“And what do you do?

“Some we capture alive and others we
can't capture alive. When they run and go
into the mountains that obligates one to kill
them."

“Why?"

“Because they might be guerrillas. If they
don't run, the army is not going to kill
them. It will protect them."”

“Among those you have to kill, what kind
of people are they? Are they men or
women?"

“At times men, at times women."”

“In which villages has this happened?"

“Oh, it’'s happened in lots of them. In
Acul, Salquil, Sumal Chiquito, Sumal
Grande.”

“In those villages, about how many people
did you kill?”

“Not many, a few.”

“More than ten? More than twenty? More
than a hundred?
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“Oh no, about twenty."”

“In each village?”

“Yes, of course. It's not many. More than
that were captured alive.”

José Angel, the sergeant at La Perla, re-
called a similar experience in the village of
Chumansan in the province of Quezalten-
ango. “When we went in, the people scat-
tered,” he said. “We had no choice but to
shoot at them. We killed some. ... Oh,
about ten, no more. Most of them got
away."”

According to accounts from soldiers and
survivors, the army follows a consistent
step-by-step procedure after entering a vil-
lage. First, Sergeant José Angel explained,
“We go into a village and take the people
out of their houses and search the houses.”
Among the items the soldiers look for are
suspiciously large stocks of grain or beans.
The army takes what it can use and burns
the rest. Next, he said, “You ask informers
who are the ones that are doing things,
things outside the law. And that's when you
round up the collaborators. And the collabo-
rators—you question them, interrogate
them, get them to speak the truth. Who
have they been talking to? Who are the
ones who have been coming to the village to
speak with them?"

The interrogations are generally conduct-
ed in the village square with the entire pop-
ulation looking on. I asked José Angel how
he questioned people. He replied, “Beat
them to make them tell the truth, hurt
them."

“With what methods?"

“This one, like this (he wraps his hands
around his neck and makes a choking
sound]. More or less hanging them."

“With what?"

“With a lasso. Each soldier has his lasso.”

The day before, in Nebaj, an infantryman
who was standing over the bodies of four
guerrillas who had been executed a few
hours before demonstrated the interroga-
tion technigue he had learned in “Cobra,”
an army counterinsurgency course for field
troops. “Tie them like this,” he said, “tie
the hands behind, run the cord here
[around the neck] and press with a boot [on
the chest]l. Knot it, and make a tourniquet
with a stick, and when they're dying you
give it another twist and you ask them
again, and if they still don't want to answer
you do it again until they talk.” According
to sergeants and infantrymen of Nebaj and
La Perla, the tourniquet is the most
common interrogation technique, Live
burial and mutilation by machete are also
used

The director of an ambulance squad in
one of Guatemala's largest provinces sald
that roughly 80 percent of the bodies recov-
ered by his unit have their hands tied
behind their backs and show signs of stran-
gulation. The bodies are usually naked and
have been finished off by 5.56 millimeter
bullets (the kind used in the army’s assault
rifles) fired at close range into the chest, or
by puncture wounds to the neck, generally
consisting of four intersecting slices, charac-
teristic of the army’s four-flanged bayonet.

The soldiers said they expect those they
gquestion to provide specific information,
such as the names of villagers who have
talked with or given food to guerrillas. Fail-
ure to do so implies guilt, and brings imme-
diate judgment and action. "Almost every-
one in the villages is a collaborator,” said
Sergeant Miguel Raimundo, “They don't
sl.:iyk sttnything. They would rather die than
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When I asked Miguel Raimundo about the
interrogation method, he replied: “We say,
if you tell us where the guerrillas are, the
army won't kill you. . . . If they collaborate
with the army, we don't do anything.”

“And if they don’t say anything?"”

“Well, then they say, ‘if you kill me, kill
me—because I don’t know anything,” and we
know they're guerrillas.

They prefer to die rather than say where
the companeros are.”

According to Sergeant José Angel, it is
common for suspected collaborators to be
pointed out, questioned, and executed all on
the same day. Explaining how he extracted
information so quickly, he said, “Well, they
don't talk like that voluntarily. You just
have to subdue them a little to make them
speak the truth.”

After the interrogations have been com-
pleted, the patrol leader makes a speech to
the survivors gathered in the village square.

“We tell the people to change the road
they are on, because the road they are on is
bad,” said José Angel. “If they don't change,
there is nothing else to do but kill them.”

“8o you kill them on the spot?"

“Yes, sure. If they don't want the good,
there's nothing more to do but bomb their
houses.”

José Angel said he had participated in op-
erations of this kind in the provinces of
Solold and Quezaltenango in which more
than 500 people were killed. He and other
soldiers said that smaller villages are de-
stroyed with Spanish, Israeli, and U.S.-made
grenades. Boxes of these grenades could be
seen stacked in the Nebaj ammunition
dump. The soldiers said they also used a 3.5-
inch U.S.-made shoulder-held recoilless
rocket that was designed as an antitank
weapon but is effective against people and
straw huts. At the La Perla headquarters,
one such launcher was sitting next to boxes
of "explosive projectile” rockets from the
Iowa Army Ammunition Plant.

For larger operations, José Angel said, pa-
trols called in army planes and helicopters
to bomb the villages. The helicopters are
U.8.-manufactured Hueys and Jet Rangers.
(Until January 1983, when the State De-
partment rescinded the Carter Administra-
tion's 1977 ban, the sale of spare parts for
the helicopters had been withheld on
human rights grounds.) The bombs include
U.S-made 50-kilogram M1/61As, twelve of
which were stacked in the base munitions
dump in Nebaj. José Angel said he had seen
such bombs dropped from Huey helicopters
in Pujujil and the surrounding cantons in
Solold. The ambulance squad leader cited
six cases in his province where survivors
told of being bombed from planes and from
blue and white (the color of the Jet Rang-
ers) helicopters. He said he had observed
craters, shattered houses, and trees marked
with heavy shrapnel. On December 8, at the
graduation ceremonies of the Military Avia-
tion School, the army gave a public demon-
stration of bombing from Huey helicopters.

The American Embassy would neither
confirm nor deny that U.S. helicopters were
being used for bombing, but a senior diplo-
mat said that if they were, it would not be a
violation of U.S. intent. “If you're engaged
in a war, you bomb and you strafe,” the offi-
cial saild. “If you have a fort you've got to
take out, you save lives. That’s what we did
in World War I and World War IL."

Some Guatemalan officers contend that
although helicopters are widely used for
bombing, they are of greater tactical impor-
tance for surprise entry. “When you go in
on foot,” saild Lieutenant Cesar Bonilla, the
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officer in charge of the villagers resettled at
the Nebaj airstrip, “they see the patrol
three kilometers away and know you're
coming. But with air transport, you land dif-
ferent units in the area, all the units close
in rapidly, and the people can't go running
away.”

Bonilla said that this type of operation
could only be executed by several helicop-
ters at once. “With just one helicopter you
scare them away and there's no control.”
The United States’ refusal to sell spare
parts had grounded much of the fleet, so
Lieutenant Bonilla was encouraged by re-
ports that the Reagan Administration was
considering a change in policy. ““That would
be wonderful,” he said, “With six helicop-
ters, for example, the airborne troops would
land all at once before they could make a
move. The nicest, the ideal, the dream,
would be a surprise: suddenly, pow! Helicop-
ters with troops!” As he spoke, he made ma-
chine-gun noises and waved his Galil toward
the refugee shacks. “Ta, ta, ta, ta, ta! All at
once from the air! Pow! No escape routes.
That would be ideal.”

The day before this conversation, a peas-
ant family in Bonilla’s camp, interviewed in
their shack outside the view of soldiers, de-
scribed such an assault on their village.
“Two times they came there in helicopters,”
said one of the men. “They would come in
and land and the people would retire and
they would always kill a few. They flew
over, machine-gunning people from the heli-
copter.” The family said that five were
killed in the strafing.

This family, like its neighbors, was moved
out of its village and told that the army
would provide for its security, food, and
housing. This is the “beans” component of
General Rios Montt’s heralded “beans and
rifles” program. Removed from their houses
and fields, the people must depend on the
army. Such relocations are a standard coun-
terinsurgency tactic. Rlos Montt, however,
has succeeded in portraying them as part of
an economic reform program. The reloca-
tions make the army the well-publicized
partner of international organizations that
answer the government’s plea to aid the vil-
lagers. Many foreign observers, unfamiliar
with how and why the army resettled the
people, are impressed by the sight of an
army feeding and housing a peasantry it has
been accused of massacring.

By September the sweep was coming to an
end, and the next stage of the operation was
beginning. “Up here there aren't any vil-
lages anymore,” said José Angel, speaking of
the patrol areas around La Perla. “There
used to be, but then the soldiers came, We
knew that such and such a village was in-
volved, so went to get them. We captured
some and the rest of the people from the
village ran away. They're hiding in the
mountains. Now we're going to the moun-
tains to look for them.

Going into the mountains to track down
refugees meant going into guerrilla terri-
tory. According to the soldiers and refugees
who have come down from the mountains,
many villagers fleeing the army wander
through the hills alone, armed only with
machetes and an occasional hunting shot-
gun. But some make contact with guerrilla
patrols that act as their guides, sometimes
sending them toward the relative safety of
the Mexican border.

In some regions, the army has abandoned
armed pursuit in favor of a strategy of wait-
ing until hunger and disease flush out the
villagers, who must live off weeds, roots, and
quick-growing vegetables while staying con-

21373

stantly on the move. This tactic scored its
first major success in mid-October, when
several thousand refugees from the San
Martin Jilotepeque area in Chimaltenango,
many of whom had been in the hills since
February following a series of massacres
during the Lucas period, came down and
surrendered to the army, asking for food.
Nobody knows how many refugees are in
the mountains. In May, before the Quiché
and the Huehuetenango sweeps, the Confer-
ence of Catholic Bishops estimated that the
number of refugees (not all of whom are
living in the mountains) exceeded one mil-
lion. Guatemala's total population is seven
million.

Major Tito Arias, commander of the
Nebaj base, said in mid-September that
2,000 people from the area of Sumal Grande
had fled to the mountains and would be
pursued by foot patrols and helicopters. Ser-
geant José Angel said his platoon went on
such operations frequently. I asked José
Angel what his troops did when they find
refugees.

“At times we don't find them. We see
them but they get away.”

? ‘;But when you do find them, what do you

o?""

“Oh, we kill them.”

“Are they a few people or entire villages?”

“No, entire villages. When we entered the
villages we killed some and the rest ran
away."”

Under the army’s policy, a peasant found
oputside the army-controlled towns can be in
mortal danger. “We know the poor people
from close up and far away,” said Sergeant
Miguel Raimundo. “If we see someone walk-
ing in the mountains, that means he is a
subversive. So we try to grab him and ask
where he'’s going; we arrest him. And then
we see if he is a guerrilla or not. But those
who always walk in the mountains, we know
they are guerrillas. Maybe some of them
will be children, but we know that they are
subversive delinquents. I've been walking in
the mountains for a year now, and just in
the mountains, one by one, we've captured
more than 500 people."”

Like his fellow sergeants and lieutenants,
Miguel Raimundo is comfortable with the
army’s assumptions. “A woman told me yes-
terday that the soldiers kill people, that the
soldiers killed her husband. But I told her
that if the soldiers killed her husband it was
because he was a guerrilla, The soldier
knows whom to kill. He doesn’t kill the in-
nocent, just the guilty. And she said, ‘No,
my husband wasn't doing anything.” So I
said, ‘And how do you know it was nothing?
How do you know what he was doing out-
side?’ ‘No,’ she said, ‘because he never went
anywhere.’ ‘Yes,’ I said, ‘That's because he
was a collaborator.’ "

It is possible that Rios Montt's strategy
will succeed in isolating and demoralizing
the guerrillas. But it is more likely that it
will end up strengthening them. For all the
relative sophistication of Rios Montt's ap-
proach, it has relied largely on violence di-
rected at the civilian population. And it was
such violence, after all, that made the guer-
rillas a threat in the first place. In 1967 and
1968, the Guatemalan Army, assisted by
U.S. advisers, did succeed in defeating the
guerrillas of the eastern provinces of Zacapa
and Izabal with a campaign that took 5,000
to 10,000 civilian lives. But those insurgents
numbered only a few hundred and were
poorly organized. By 1978 the guerrillas had
reorganized, established political links with
the peasantry, and expanded their combat
force. When the army began killing peas-
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ants whom speculators were evicting from
the land, the guerrillas were ready to take
advantage of the resulting popular resent-
ment. It was Lucas's counterinsurgency
campaign that made the difference. His
massacres and assassinations sent the guer-
rillas waves of new recruits and transformed
them from a militarily marginal force into a
powerful movement.

Severe as Lucas's spasms of violence were,
however, they pale in comparison to the
death and dislocation sown by Rios Montt's
systematic sweeps. Today there are tens of
thousands of Guatemalans roaming the
mountainsides and living in the villages and
camps who have lost husbands, wives, par-
ents, children, friends, and homes, and who
carry with them graphic memories of a
brutal encounter with their government.
Rios Montt's destruction of the rural social
structure has set back the guerrillas, but
has left them alive to organize and fight an-
other day.

On March 23, the anniversary of his coup,
Rios Montt modified the state of siege.
Speaking on television in the wake of the
Pope's visit, the General, who is an evangeli-
cal Protestant, said, “We know and under-
stand that we have sinned, that we have
abused power, and we want to reconcile our-
selves with the people.” Rios Montt has
talked this way before, even while directing
the bloodiest of his military campaigns. And
it is hard to see how any kind of reconcilia-
tion can be achieved without the kind of
basic political and economic changes that
have been steadfastly resisted ever since a
C.I.A.-sponsored coup brought the military
to power in 1954. It is equally hard to see
how such changes can be made as long as
the army and the oligarchs continue to rule.

Neither Efrain Rios Montt nor the offi-
cers and politicians constantly plotting to
replace him can expect ultimately to
achieve a military victory. They are more
likely to find themselves on a downward
spiral—having to kill more and more to
stave off the consequences of the killing
they have done before. Whether the guerril-
las succeed in using this situation to fashion
a victory of their own is another question.
But it appears that given the logic of the
Guatemalan struggle, the war is theirs for
the losing.e

A BAD IDEA FOR TESTING

® Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President,
for anyone sitting outside the oper-
ation of the military, particularly the
operation of the Pentagon, it is not
difficult at all to come up with places
where money might be saved. Even
with all of my background in the mili-
tary and with my association with the
Pentagon, I could come up with ideas
that I think might work. Some of
them do, but most of them do not.

The case in point I want to address
today appeared in Aviation Week and
Space Technology July 25, and it is en-
titled, “A Bad Idea for Testing.”

There is no question in my mind
that any person who has never been
close to, observed or participated in
the testing of complicated military
equipment can figure that there could
be a better way to do it. Having lived
through the process for a long time, I
can say, flatly, that there is not, if you
want to get the real results. Let us say
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we are going to test something that
sounds as simple as a radio to handle
communications. This sound simple,
yves; but the most important part of
our world, whether it is military or ci-
vilian, in communications then be-
comes the question of: How will this
piece of equipment operate under all
degrees of heat, under all degrees of
usage, with the use of the equipment
by people who have never even seen a
radio set before?

I cite a radio because it is a common
thing. But, when you get into a com-
plicated piece of equipment like an air-
plane it is not all that simple.

I am not going to go into great
lengths about the testing of an air-
craft. This is laid out in great detail
and at great length, by a myriad of en-
gineers, academics, test pilots, and so
forth, whose every movement and
every movement of the aircraft is care-
fully recorded by telemetry which is
studied and restudied. Books could be
and have been written on what has
been found out about the testing of
any one aircraft.

I mention these things because I am
acquainted with them. But, I think it
would be well for the Members of the
Congress to read the article by Wil-
liam Gregory on this subject pointing
out that congressional monitoring of
testing would be a very dangerous and
a very bad mistake.

I ask that the article I refer to be
printed in the RECORD.

The article follows:

[From Aviation Week & Space Technology,
July 25, 19831

A BAD IDEA FOR TESTING
(By William H. Gregory)

Independent testing of weapons systems
as an idea buzzed around a small circle in
Congress this spring as a new solution to
the problem of waste in military procure-
ment—something the services have been
convicted of by consensus. In the throes of
trying to get a Fiscal 1984 budget authoriza-
tion out of the Senate before the August
recess, and to save funding for the MX,
Senate leadership accepted the independent
test force idea as a compromise—at least for
the moment.

There are a lot of things wrong with this
palliative. The worst is that it will slow
down systems development a year or two at
least, and development already has become
an excruciatingly long process. Ten years is
the going average,

Part of the slowdown will come from
grafting onto the testing process of one
more agency that must at least go through
the motions of doing the job Congress man-
dated it to do. A more insidious time waster
will be the way the existence of such a
super agency—the bill proposes to make it
part of the Defense Dept.—will further
paralyze the decision-making process. Pro-
gram managers are being second guessed
more than sufficiently now by the multilay-
ered management system in the Pentagon,
by Congress and by its investigative arm,
The General Accounting Office, One more
layer of review will encourage even less
boldness by program directors than the ex-
isting system does.
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CONGRESSIONAL MONITORING

One of the sponsors of the independent
testing agency is Rep. James A. Courter (R.-
N.J.), who is cochairman of the military
Reform Caucus, which is not antidefense
but which is generating its own personal fa-
vorite policies for how the country should
be defended. Courter is calling on Congress
to improve military testing procedures as a
means of improving its own monitoring of
the weapons-acquisition process.

“This can be done,” Courter contends, “by
creating a new office in the Defense Dept.
which would issue reports to Congress and
the secretary of Defense on the adequacy of
testing in major defense programs before
the decision to begin full-scale production is
made. . . . The imposition of strict stand-
ards on operational testing, coupled with
the knowledge that an independent report
on testing will be made to Congress, will be
a strong impetus to eliminate success-orient-
ed test procedures.”

Not only would Courter's idea paralyze
the program manager in his decision
making, but it would also strike at the intro-
duction of new technology itself. Instead of
eliminating success-oriented testing, as
Courter suggests, the creation of a super
agency to audit test programs would do just
the opposite. It would place incentives for
program managers, and the services general-
1y to play the acquisition game just as safely
as possible. The obvious way to play the ac-
quisition game as safely as possible is to
stick to well-proven technology.

There is a story told that the late aero-
dynamicist Theodore von Karman once
wrote to a program manager of an advanced
missile system to this effect: “I see that you
have had six successful test flights in a row.
This tells me that you are being too cau-
tious.” Six successful test flights in a row Is
exactly the goal every program manager
would strive for, not to mention every serv-
ice chief, if he knew he were to face a grill-
ing by Congress on the conduct of a test
program. For better or for worse, the inde-
pendent test agency idea will inject Con-
gress into the details of weapons testing.

FAILURE-ORIENTED TESTING

Courter is right about one thing. Success-
oriented test programs are not the way to
test weapons. Failure-oriented testing is the
way to find out what is wrong before a
weapon system goes into the field, but a
super watchdog agency with a mandate
from Congress is the last way in the world
to encourage failure-oriented testing.

The services already do independent test-
ing. The Navy has its operational evaluation
squadrons with pilots drawn from the fleet,
and the Air Force has its Air Force Test and
Evaluation Center at Kirtland AFB, N.M.,
which reports to the Pentagon rather than
to its acquisition command. The Navy's
OpEval of the McDonnell Douglas F-18 was
hardly a whitewash. Try finding a test pilot
anywhere who minces words about an air-
craft he is evaluating. Testing by the serv-
ices has singled out the problems that Con-
gress now complains about.

Much of the new-found expertise being
passed about in Congress on weapons test-
ing starts from a false premise: that testing
in a noncombat situation can ever simulate
precisely how a system will perform under
fire. The whole history of World War 2 for
the U.S. was a case of finding out in the
first year what worked in combat and using
that experience to develop the hardware
that did finally win on the battlefield. Some
weapons developed in peacetime do work in
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battle and some do not, but the idea that
testing can do the kind of winnowing
combat does if only a super agency keeps
tab on the testers is a delusion.

If Congress wants to do something useful
in the weapons testing field, it could look at
the question of user participation in the
testing process. The services have supported
such participation for years, but the reli-
ability problems of advanced weapons sys-
tems raise the question of whether the diffi-
culties in blending user requirements with
advanced technology and development and
production realities need further attention.
Congress should look carefully at the inde-
pendent testing it has before adding to the
bureaucracy.e

COMPUTER EDUCATION FOR
ALL CHILDREN

® Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President,
a number of newspapers in my State
of New Jersey and around the country
have recently commented editorially
on the issue of equal access to pro-
grams of computer learning for all
children, rich and poor alike. This is
an issue which concerns me greatly.
While great strides are being made in
the development of educational pro-
grams using computers, and the
number of schools which are equipped
with computers is growing at a fast
clip, these benefits are not evenly dis-
tributed across all schools. Evidence is
already available to show that schools
in poor areas are not keeping up with
more affluent schools. This is a prob-
lem to which the Congress must be
sensitive.

The Senate will soon be considering
a bill to improve science and mathe-
matics instruction, the Education for
Economic Security Act. The bill will
provide assistance to strengthen teach-
ers’ skills in computer education. It
will be very important that teachers in
disadvantaged areas make use of this
assistance to prepare themselves to
provide computer education programs
in their schools. I believe that children
in all socioeconomic groups can bene-
fit greatly from computer education,
to learn basic skills and prepare for
their future. As the Christian Science
Monitor recently noted metaphorical-
ly, “. . . children without water can
hardly learn to swim.”

Mr. President, I ask that a number
of editorials discussing the need for
computer education for all children be
printed in the Recorbp for the informa-
tion of my colleagues.

The editorials follow:

[From the Trenton Times]
GETTING ON LINE

“The concept of computer illiteracy de-
fines & new type of illiteracy, and the poten-
tial for new and distressing divisions in our
society.”

Sen. Frank R. Lautenberg, in his maiden
speech in the U.S. Senate, took hold of a
problem we are going to have to deal with.

Lautenberg cited U.S. Office of Technolo-
gy studies that show that almost 70 percent
of wealthy school districts now have micro-
computers for students; 60 percent of poor
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school districts don’t. The number of home
computers doubled in the past year. “Those
computers are being acquired by the afflu-
ent, reinforcing disparities of opportunity,”
he said. “. .. In a nation that is plugged
into computers, questions of success and
failure may become questions of who is on-
line and who is off-line.”

A computer represents a large investment
for a school district or a home, and it does
not have an immediate payback. But if
being able to use one is the key to getting a
job in the future, people unable to make the
investment will be unemployed, society’s
wards.

Lautenberg was sounding a “theme,” not
offering detailed solutions in this first
speech. It's a new theme. He promised
during the campaign he would be taking a
longer vision than is customary in Congress,
and with this speech he surely did.

The problem he is pointing to won't hit
with its full fury until this school genera-
tion is in the job market. By then we may
have lost part of a generation to computer
illiteracy. The time to act to prevent that is
now.

As a matter of equality of opportunity, we
have to be sure our schools are graduating
people who are “on-line"” with computers.

[The New York Times, June 12, 19831
Have-Nots or THE NEwW ERA

Twenty years ago, C. P. Snow foresaw a
“gulf of mutual incomprehension” separat-
ing literary intellectuals and scientists. In
his maiden speech in the Senate last week,
Frank R. Lautenberg, Democrat of New
Jersey, said a similar gulf now separates
computer literates and illiterates—meaning,
all too often, children in wealthy school dis-
tricts and children in poor ones.

In describing “the potential for new and
distressing divisions in our society,” Mr.
Lautenberg put before lawmakers what has
80 far been primarily a scholarly concern.
He spoke as an expert, having founded the
nation's larges data-processing firm.

The results of recent studies support Mr.
Lautenberg’s warning that in an age de-
manding computer literacy, students from
low-income families may be disenfranchised.
A 1982-83 survey, conducted by the Center
for Social Organization of Schools at Johns
Hopkins University, found 67 percent of
public schools in wealthier districts (those
with no more than 10 percent of families
below the poverty line) had microcomput-
ers; only 41 percent of schools in poorer dis-
tricts (with 21 percent or more families
living in poverty) had them.

[From the Christian Science Monitor,

June 9, 19831

COMPUTERS AND THE POOR

Americans have received fresh warning
that a new class of poor people could be cre-
ated by lack of equal opportunity for com-
puter learning in America’s public schools.
At the same time they are hearing of orga-
nizations and individuals dedicated to pre-
venting such an outcome.

A leader among these organizations is the
Minnesota Educational Computer Consorti-
um with its goal of ensuring equal access to
computers for every student from rich sub-
urbs to poor rural districts. The consortium
and its ripple effects are described else-
where in today’s Monitor.

As for individuals, a senatorial champion
with the highest relevant credentials has
emerged to join the cry against leaving poor
children out of the computer revolution. He
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is freshman Frank Lautenberg (D) of New
Jersey, former head of Automatic Data
Processing, who used his maiden speech this
week to stake out the effects of “the infor-
mation age” as a framework for his Senate
tenure.

Without doubt Congress can benefit from
the focus of such a qualified individual on
the rising importance of information in all
forms—both for those who draw on it and
for those with the skills and resources to
control and purvey it. Many matters beyond
education—privacy, security, manipulation—
have to be addressed as information tech-
nology burgeons. But Mr, Lautenberg was
on the mark in warning at the outset that,
without equal opportunity for “computer
literacy,” a new class of poor people could
be created.

As it is, he noted, computers are prolifer-
ating in the homes and schools of the afflu-
ent, while schools in poor districts average
25 percent fewer computers than other
schools. The urgency of correcting the situ-
ation is suggested by another event drawing
attention to the need. It is the start of
Project Athena, a $70 million academic-in-
dustrial experiment to overhaul university
teaching, with computers as the textbooks
of the future. The Massachusetts Institute
of Technology—allied with two computer
manufacturers in the venture—compares it
to previous MIT projects revamping whole
academic fields with new sets of texts. In
some cases a computer disk might be pack-
aged in the cover of a textbook; it could sim-
ulate processes otherwise requiring much
time and expense.

Since MIT's faculty includes at least one
notable skeptic about computer teaching,
particularly for young children, Project
Athena will no doubt take account of pit-
falls as well as promise in its assignment.
But its thrust toward computerization ap-
pears in one form or another on many cam-
puses.

The point for us—and presumably Senator
Lautenberg—is that computer skills, like
reading skills, are soon going to be taken for
granted in higher education as well as in a
growing number of workplaces. Students at
lower levels without access to learning these
skills will be just as surely discriminated
against as those suffering any other denial
of equal opportunity.

Fortunately the challenge is not going un-
noticed. More evidence has come in since
our editorial, “Children and computers” and
the Monitor’s special education section on
computers (April 15).

There are examples on our own Massa-
chusetts doorstep. In the fall a Cambridge
magnet school will teach computers from
kindergarten to eighth grade. The Universi-
ty of Massachusetts offers scholarships and
other incentives to science students in ex-
change for agreeing to teach in public
schools.

All this may be news more to parents than
to young people taking to computers like
ducks to water. But it cannot be said too
often that children without water can
hardly learn to swim.

[From the Washington Post, July 2, 1983]
CompUTERS COST, MR. PRESIDENT
(By Ellen Goodman)

BosToN.—At times I have the unhappy
feeling that the president of the United
States is suffering from computer illiteracy.
He doesn't seem to speak the lingo of
LOGO. He keeps talking about going back
to basics instead of forward to BASIC.
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Anyone following his political teaching
across the country these weeks—if this is
Wednesday, it must be Louisville—would
suspect that he is living in the Misinforma-
tion Age. He maintains our education prob-
lems won't be solved by more money but by
getting our money’s worth for what we al-
ready spend. The target may be excellence
but it's not one he thinks we should throw
dollars at.

From where I sit, however, in front of a
video display terminal, the notion that he
can cut the federal funds for education and
raise the tide of mediocrity qualifies as
Voodoo Education.

It's true that money can’t buy the love of
learning. There is much that can be done
with no more loose change than a change of
mind. But if you want a hint of the true
cost of getting our education system up to
date and up to speed, try computing it.

There's little doubt about the need and
value of preparing the next generation for
their high-tech futures. Even the president
noted it in his State of the Union Address
last winter.

Sen. Frank Lautenberg (D-N.J.), the high-
tech son of a man who worked in a textile
mill that doesn't exist any longer, also
talked about it in a speech to the Senate
this month. He brought it down to the aca-
demic level. “In an age that demands com-
puter literacy,” he said, “‘a school without a
computer is like a school without a library.”

At the moment, there are a lot of schools
without these “libraries.” For all the talk of
an “explosion” of computer use in educa-
tion, there are no more than 250,000 termi-
nals and microcomputers for 45 million
schoolchildren. If kids are to get skills in
using computers as a tool—which is what a
vast proportion will do as adults—they need
more than a few minutes a week, more than
one computer for every 180 students.

Marce Tucker of the Carnegie Project on
Information Technology and Education cal-
culates the idea formula this way: “Suppose
we want a reasonably capable computer for
every four students and we have 40 million
children in public schools. We need, then, 10
million work stations. With that kind of
market, the price of this machinery might
go to, say, $1,000 a station. That adds up to
$10 billion. Assume again, that the state and
local people pay for half. The bill still comes
to $5 billion."

This may be pie-in-the-sky stuff, but any
significant plan is going to cost plenty. As
Tucker says, “There is no way on God's
green Earth that we'll be able to do this
without very significant federal assistance.”

Computers are obviously not the magic so-
lution to the woes of education. It's as easy
to misuse a computer as a slide projector.
Computers are just machines, and schools
are just day-care centers if they don't at-
tract high-quality teachers and caring ad-
ministrators. But they do offer one small,
concrete example of real costs.

The cost of buying this hardware and soft-
ware also says something about fairness,
about the gap between rich kids and poor
kids and how they are affected by the gap
between rich schools and poor schools.

Lautenberg, who comes from a state with
the third highest per-capita income and
some of the poorest cities, notes that a full
T0 percent of wealthy schools in the country
have computers, while 60 percent of poor
schools have none. Not surprisingly, the
school systems in wealthy and technologi-
cally sophisticated areas are gaining an ad-
vantage, increasing their side of the gap.

What's the role of the federal government
in this? Since the early '60s, the government
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has played a part in equalizing opportuni-
ties, narrowing the gap. The Reagan admin-
istration has turned away from that role in
and out of education, but it’s a part of our
heritage and our future,

Most of us talk about computers as educa-
tion tools and as part of the transforming
economy. The two—national education and
:’l'lie national economy—are simply insepara-

-

Ideally, as Marc Tucker fantasizes the
future, “If they were the right sort of ma-
chines, designed to be used in schools, with
trained teachers, we'd have an extraordi-
nary improvement in reading and writing.
Kids would be able to handle data, use it,
analyze it, understand it, which would make
an extraordinary contribution to our ability
to compete with other countries.”

You can't do what with mirrors.e

COMMENDATIONS FOR INTER-
CEPT OF DRUG SMUGGLERS

® Mr. CHILES. Mr, President, I would
like to take this opportunity to ap-
plaud and commend the commanders
and crew of the destroyer U.S.S. Kidd
and the Coast Guard law enforcement
team, known as a TACLET, who were
aboard the Kidd when it recently
intercepted, stopped, and secured a
drug trafficking vessel ladened with
approximately 35 tons of marihuana
estimated to be worth $23 million.

I think it is important that all of us
who are involved in the fight against
drugs here at home take notice of this
superb performance by the Coast
Guard and the Navy. On very short
notice and in a potentially sticky situa-
tion, a historical precedent was set and
successfully carried out. This is the
first case since we amended the Posse
Comitatus laws where a U.S. military
vessel, working under the tactical con-
trol of the Coast Guard, has used dis-
abling fire on a vessel involved in drug
smuggling.

During the current and planned
manuevers in and around the Carri-
bean, it is my hope that more Coast
Guard TACLET teams are put to use
aboard Navy vessels. While we are
intercepting gunrunners, we might as
well catch a few drugrunners, too.

Mr. President, I ask to insert in the
REcorD a copy of the July 16, 1983,
statement released by the U.S. Atlan-
tic Fleet Headquarters of the Com-
mander in Chief about this incident.

The statement follows:

[News releasel
U.S8.8. “K1op" Assists COAST GUARD

A U.S. Coast Guard TACLET embarked
onboard U.S.8. Kidd, a United States Navy
guided missile destroyer, stopped and
boarded a vessel for suspected drug smug-
gling into the United States today. The
vessel, the merchant ship Ranger, is a T0-
foot-long steel-hulled cargo carrier.

After visual signals and voice communica-
tion failed to halt the Ranger early last
night, the Commanding Officer of the
U.S.8. Kidd, acting with the approval of the
Commander, Coast Guard District Seven, in
Miami, Fla., fired warning shots from the
ship’s 50-caliber guns to attempt in bringing
the Ranger to a halt for boarding.
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At approximately 7:30 a.m. this morning,
when all other means failed to halt the
Ranger, the Commanding Officer of U.S.8.
Kidd, acting with the approval of the Com-
mander of the Coast Guard District, took
action to disable the vessel. Eighteen inert
rounds from the ship's guns were directed at
the rear of the vessel to bring the Ranger to
a halt for boarding. Every effort was made
to minimize property damage, and there was
no report of personnel injury.

The Ranger was boarded by the Coast
guard TACLET and seized when illegal
drugs were found. The crew was arrested
and the vessel seized approximately 450
miles east of Miami, Fla., at 8:35 a.m. this
morning. U.8.8. Kidd was operating under
tactical control of the Commander, U.S.
Coast Guard District Seven at the time of
the boarding. The boarding was conducted
by the senior Coast Guard boarding officer,
acting in accordance with current Coast
Guard directives and policy.

This operation is a result of President
Reagan's commitment to strengthen Drug
Interdiction efforts through the South Flor-
ida Task Force, headed by Vice President
Bush. The specific administrative and logis-
tic details of Navy operations in support of
the U.S. Coast Guard were coordinated by
the Secretary of Transportation, the Secre-
tary of Defense, and the Secretary of the
Navy.

The Ranger will be escorted to San Juan,
Puerto Rico by the Coast Guard Bouy
Tender USCGC Sagebrush and will arrive at
approximately noon on Tuesday, July 19.

U.8.8. Kidd is commanded by Navy Com-
mander Willlam J. Flanagan, Jr,, and is
homeported in Norfolk, Va. U.S8.S. Kidd was
flying the U.S. Coast Guard Ensign during
the course of this operation.e

TUITION TAX CREDITS

@ Mr. BOREN, Mr. President, I wish
to focus the Senate’s attention today
on the issue of tuition tax credits for
parents who send their children to pri-
vate schools. I believe such credits
would be bad policy for several rea-
sons.

First, tuition tax credits will lead to
the destruction of fundamental princi-
ples of equality in which Americans
have always believed. The Equal Op-
portunity Act of 1983 is ironically
named: Instead of contributing to an
educational system that will serve as
an “open door" through which all chil-
dren regardless of race, creed, or eco-
nomic background can pass, the educa-
tional system will become “two-
tiered.” If this legislation is adopted,
the most promising and brightest stu-
dents will be skimmed from our public
schools and placed in private schools.
Such skimming will defeat one of the
primary purposes of the public school
system—the goal of providing all chil-
dren an equal chance to enter the
mainstream of American life and to
achieve success.

I am also opposed to tuition tax
credits because of their excessive cost.
At a time of record budget deficits and
diminished Federal support for public
education, it would be irresponsible to
enact tuition tax credits and drain ad-
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ditional billions of dollars from the
Federal Treasury.

Recently, I received a letter from
former Senator Sam Ervin, Jr., of
North Carolina, in which he outlined
his reasons for being opposed to tui-
tion tax credits. While in the Senate,
Sam Ervin was a strong supporter of
public education.

In an open letter to the President
last year, Senator Ervin discussed in
some detail why he believes tuition tax
credits are a bad idea. In the same
letter, he makes a forceful argument
challenging their constitutionality. He
also discussed this latter point in re-
marks delivered to the National Press
Club on March 16, 1983.

I believe the issues raised in these
papers by Senator Ervin are important
ones for the Senate to consider. I
therefore ask that the letter and the
remarks of Senator Ervin be printed in
the RECORD.

The material follows:

Sam J. ERvVIN, JR.,
Morganton, N.C., April 20, 1982,
AN OPEN LETTER TO PRESIDENT RONALD
ReacaN FrRoM FORMER SENATOR SAM ERVIN

Re the tuition tax credit.

The PRESIDENT,
The White House
Washington, D.C.

Dear MR. PresipENT: When they send
their children to parochial and private
schools which teach religion, parents are
primarily motivated by their understand-
able desire to have them instructed in the
religious faith of their churches.

No matter how worthy your motive for
urging it may be, the proposal that Con-
gress grant these parents credit on their
federal income taxes for the tuition they
pay to these schools is indefensible for three
reasons. It is unwise; it is unjust; it is uncon-
stitutional.

WHY THE PROPOSAL 1S UNWISE

The proposal is unwise because it is repug-
nant to good government, sound economics,
and true religion.

Government owes the people specific obli-
gations, which require substantial taxes to
finance them. The teaching or the financing
of the teaching of religion is not one of
them. But public education is.

Apart from its constitutional infirmities,
the tax credit proposal is repugnant to good
government.

The government’s financial resources are
limited. It has none beyond what it can
exact from taxpayers without impoverish-
ing them or crippling the economy.

Government should never dissipate its
limited financial resources to finance non-
government obligations. When it does, it of-
fends both good government and sound eco-
nomies because it impairs its capacity to
perform its own obligations in an acceptable

way.

If it should approve the tax credit propos-
al, Congress would diminish the nation's
ability to finance the public schools, and
public education would suffer accordingly.

This observation is always true. Its impor-
tance is much magnified, nowadays, howev-
er, because the nation is staggering under a
national debt in excess of a trillion dollars,
and is anticipating a deficit in the coming
fiscal year exceeding one hundred billion
dollars. It is no time for government to in-
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crease the deficit by financing a non-govern-
mental and constitutionally forbidden un-
dertaking.

Furthermore, the tax credit proposal is re-
pugnant to true religion. Under God's plan,
religion is dependent for its support on the
persuasive power of the truth it proclaims,
and not on the coercive power of govern-
mental taxation.

The Man of Galilee affirmed this to be so
when he said, “Ye shall know the truth, and
the truth shall make you free” (John, c. viii,
v. 32), and “render, therefore unto Caesar
the things which are Caesar’s, and unto God
the things that are God’s” (Matthew c. xxii,
vs, 15-22).

Government is contemptuous of true reli-
gion when it confiscates the taxes of Caesar
to finance the things of God.

If it is to be faithful to itself, religion
must look to the voluntary contributions of
its adherents and not to the involuntary
taxes of Caesar for its support. Churches
merit no praise for undertakings if their
own members are unable or unwilling to fi-
nance them.

‘WHY THE PROPOSAL IS UNJUST

It is unjust for government to compel one
taxpayer to pay taxes and to exempt an-
other, either in whole or in part, from
paying like taxes. Yet that is exactly what
the tax credit proposal, if approved by Con-
gress, would do.

Moreover, it would do this with a venge-
ance. While every man receiving as income
the bare pittance which subjects him to fed-
eral income taxes would be compelled by it
to pay his income taxes in full, the proposal
would grant special exemptions from tax-
ation, in whole or in part, to parents for tui-
tion paid by them to schools teaching reli-
gion, even though their incomes total
$75,000.00 a year.

Taxation to support the established
church in Virginia was abolished by Thomas
Jefferson's Statute of Virginia for Religious
Freedom.

This Statute declares that it is both sinful
and tyrannical for government to compel
men to make contributions of tax moneys
for the propagation of religious opinions
they disbelieve.

It is just as sinful and tyrannical for gov-
ernment to do this in 1982 as it was in
Thomas Jefferson's day.

Yet that is exactly what the tax credit
proposal, if adopted by Congress, would do.
Protestants and Jews and all other Ameri-
cans who do not send their children to paro-
chial and private schools for religious in-
struction would be compelled to pay taxes
to propagate the religious doctrines these
schools teach, even if they disbelieve them.

This is so because these Protestants, Jews,
and other Americans would be compelled by
law to supply the deficiency in treasury re-
ceipts the tax credit would occasion.

‘WHY THE PROPOSAL IS UNCONSTITUTIONAL

In times past government imprisoned the
minds and spirits of men and women in in-
tellectual and spiritual jails. It did so by de-
nying them freedom of religion, and by com-
pelling them to pay taxes to support
churches established by it, even if they dis-
believed the doctrines the churches pro-
claimed.

The Founding Fathers knew the history
of these governmental tyrannies, and were
determined that they would not be repeated
in our land. They staked the very existence
of America as a free Republic on their abid-
ing conviction that the state must keep its
hands off religion, and religion must keep
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its hands off the state in general and the
public purse in particular.

To this end, they added the First Amend-
ment to the Constitution, and thus forbade
government to make any law “respecting an
establishment of religion, or prohibiting the
free exercise thereof.”

The tax credit proposal is repugnant to
both prohibitions of the First Amendment.

If it were adopted by Congress, the tuition
tax credit would be a law “respecting an es-
tablishment of religion” because it would in-
directly supply to parochial and private
:ti:hools tax credits to aid them to teach reli-

on.

If it were approved by Congress, the tui-
tion tax credit would also be a law “prohib-
iting the free exercise of religion” because it
would tax Americans who do not send their
children to parochial and private schools for
religious instruction to supply the deficien-
cy in treasury receipts arising out of the tax
credits to those who do.

SUMMARY

Tuition tax credits would be governmental
rewards to taxpayers who send their chil-
dren to parochial and private schools to be
taught the religious faith of their churches.
The rewards would be funded by imposing
on taxpayers who send their children to
public schools the burden of supplying the
deficiency in treasury receipts the tax cred-
its would cause, and by impairing the finan-
cial capacity of public schools to perform
their essential public mission. Moreover, the
tuition tax credits would confiscate taxes of
Caesar to finance things of God.

As a Senator, I always endeavored to
make the First Amendment a reality for all
Americans, If it should make the tuition tax
credit proposal a reality, Congress would
mortally wound the First Amendment.

I pray Congress will not murder the First
Amendment.

Sincerely yours,
Sam J. ERvVIN, Jr.,
Former U.S. Senator.

THE CONSTITUTION AND RELIGION

(Remarks prepared by former Senator Sam
J. Ervin, Jr., of Morganton, N.C., for deliv-
ery to a conference commemorating the
birthday of President James Madison at
the National Press Club in Washington,
D.C., at 1:30 p.m., March 16, 1983)

I entitle my remarks “The Constitution
and Religion.”

Religion is man's belief in and reverence
for a superhuman power recognized as the
creator and governor of the universe. Believ-
ers call this power God.

I am a Presbyterian, whose Scotch-Irish,
English, and French Huguenot ancestors
came to America before the Revolution. All
of them were Protestants. Most of them dis-
sented from the established churches in the
lands of their origin.

Religious faith, which is tolerant of other
beliefs, is, in my opinion, the most whole-
some and uplifting power on earth. Reli-
gious faith is not a storm cellar to which
men and women can flee to escape the
storms of life. It is, instead, an inner spiritu-
al strength that enables them to face those
storms with courage and serenity.

The Constitution makes two references to
religion. One appears in Article 6, section 3
of the original Constitution, and the other
is found in the first words of the First
Amendment and the Bill of Rights.

Article 6, section 3 provides that all legis-
lative, executive, and judicial officers “of
the United States and the several States
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shall be bound by oath or affirmation to
support this Constitution, but no religious
test shall ever be required as a qualification
to any office or public trust under the
United States.”

The First Amendment provides in perti-
nent part that “Congress shall make no law
respecting an establishment of religion, or
prohibiting the free exercise thereof.”

If we are to understand the meanings of
these provisions, we must understand the
historic events which prompted the Found-
ing Fathers to embody them in the Consti-
tution.

RELIGIOUS INTOLERANCE

The ugliest chapters in history are those
which reveal the religious intolerance of the
civil and ecclesiastical rulers of the Old
World and the religious persecutions it in-
spired. I quote two comments indicating
their nature and history.

Blaise Pascal, the French mathematician
and philosopher, was moved by them to pro-
claim this tragic truth more than 300 years
ago: “Men never do evil so completely and
cheerfully as when they do it from religious
conviction.”

Chief Justice Walter P. Stacy, of the
North Carolina Supreme Court, epitomized
them in these words in State v. Beal, 199 N.
C. 278, 302 (1930):

“It would be almost unbelievable, if histo-
ry did not record the tragic fact, that men
have gone to war and cut each other's
throats because they could not agree as to
what was to become of them after their
throats were cut. Many sins have been com-
mitted in the name of religion. Alas! the
spirit of proscription is never kind. It is the
unhappy quality of religious disputes that
they are always bitter. For some reason, too
deep to fathom, men contend more furious-
ly over the road to heaven, which they
cannot see, than over their visible walks on
earth.”

Religious intolerance was fostered in
Great Britain and virtually all the nations
of Europe by unholy alliances between gov-
ernments and particular churches recog-
nized and established by law as the sole cus-
todians of religious truth.

The objective of the unholy alliance in
each nation was to persuade or coerce the
people to accept and practice the political
and religious orthodoxy sanctioned by the
state and the established church. As prag-
matists, state and church sought to accom-
plish this objective by imprisoning the
minds and spirits of the people within intel-
lectual and spiritual jails,

The British Parliament made the Church
of England the established church in Great
Britain. It created the crime of seditious
libel to punish those who spoke ill of the
government or its officers, and the crime of
blasphemous libel to punish those who
spoke ill of the established church. Besides,
the British Parliament enacted laws compel-
ling the people to pay tithes or taxes for the
support of the established church, and to
attend its worship services; denying those
who dissented from its doctrines the capac-
ity to hold civil office in government; and
forbidding ministers of dissenting congrega-
tions to administer the sacraments to their
members.

As a consequence of these attempts to reg-
ulate relations between men and religion,
dissenters from the established church were
compelled to make contributions of money
for the propagation of religious opinions
they disbelieved; required to listen to the
exposition of religious doctrines they reject-
ed; and denied the right to hold civil offices
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in government. Besides, they sometimes had
their marriages annulled and their children
adjudged illegitimate for daring to speak
their marital vows before ministers of their
own faiths than clergymen of the estab-
lished church.

ESTABLISHED CHURCHES IN THE COLONIES

While they were joined by many Germans
and French Huguenots and smaller numbers
of Dutch, Swedes, and Swiss, natives of the
British Isles constituted by far the greater
part of those who migrated from the Old
World to the thirteen British colonies in
America.

A substantial proportion of the colonists
were dissenters from the churches estab-
lished by law in the lands of their origins.

Like the colonists who conformed to the
established churches, these dissenters came
to America to better their economic lots.
But they were also motivated by the hope
that they would find in the New World the
political and religious freedom denied them
lca)s;dthe civil and ecclesiastical rulers of the

When they reached America, however,
they discovered to their disappointment
that in many of the colonies predominant
groups had set up established churches
here, and that they were compelled, in such
colonies, to pay taxes for the support of es-
tablished churches whose doctrines they
disbelieved. Moreover, most of the colonies
had established religious qualifications in
their oaths for public office holders. As a
rule, these tests were designed to exclude
dissenters, Catholics, Jews, Deists, or unbe-
lievers.

There is more than a modicum of histori-
cal truth in this statement of Artemas
Ward, a humorist of a by-gone generation:
“The Puritans nobly fled from a land of des-
potism to a land of freedom, where they
could not only enjoy their own religion, but
could prevent everybody else from enjoying

The colonies of Virginia, North Carolina,
South Carolina, Georgia, and Maryland had
established churches, and the Anglican
Church was the favorite under their laws.

In the colonies of Massachusetts, Con-
necticut, and New Hampshire, the Congre-
gational Church was the established
church.

In the colony of New York, the Dutch Re-
formed and Anglican Churches were, in
turn, established by law.

The people in these nine colonies were
compelled by law to pay taxes for the sup-
port of these established churches, and in
some cases to attend their services.

The dissenters were outraged by these re-
quirements. They believed it tyrannical for
government to attempt to regulate by law
the relationship between an individual and
his God. Moreover, as they pondered verses
15 to 22 of the 22nd chapter of Matthew
and its moral, “Render, therefore, unto
Caesar the things that are Caesar's, and
unto God the things that are God's,” they
concluded that in addition to being tyranni-
cal, the attempt to regulate religion by law
was also sinful.

SEPARATION OF CHURCH AND STATE IN THE
STATES

As a consequence, they demanded the sep-
aration of church and state in America.

During the Revolution and the years im-
mediately following it, the dissenters found
staunch allies in their fight for separation
of church and state among non-church
members and those adherents of established
churches who believed that it was abhor-
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rent to reason as well as freedom for earthy
government to regulate the relationship be-
tween human beings and religion.

The separation of church and state pre-
sented no problems in Rhode Island, where
Baptists led by Roger Williams had settled
under a royal charter granting complete re-
ligious freedom to all, or in Delaware, New
Jersey, and Pennsylvania, where establish-
ment never acquired a foothold.

When their revolt against Great Britain
converted the thirteen colonies into self-
governing states, Rhode Island retained sep-
aration under its original charter, and Dela-
ware, New Jersey, and Pennsylvania did so
under Constitutions adopted in 1776. North
Carolina, New York, Georgia, and Virginia
granted the right of freedom of worship to
all and disestablished religion within their
borders before the drafting of the First
Amendment, and South Carolina did like-
wise before the Amendment was ratified.

Hence, the only states maintaining any fi-
nancial and legal relationship to religion at
the time the First Amendment became a
part of the Constitution were Connecticut,
Maryland, Massachusetts, and New Hamp-
shire. These four states were able to do this
after the adoption of the First Amendment
because the Amendment applied originally
to the federal government and not to the
States.

But in those four states there was no
single established church at that time. As a
concession to those demanding complete
separation of church and state, they had
substituted for single established churches
multiple establishments and were providing
for an impartial use of taxes for the support
of all churches they deemed respectable.

The last of these four states to terminate
such relationship to religion was Massachu-
setts, which did so in 1833.

THE STATUTE OF VIRGINIA FOR RELIGIOUS
LIBERTY

It is not surprising that James Madison
loathed religious intolerance and loved reli-
gious liberty. As a student at what is now
Princeton University, he sat at the feet of
the great educator and patriot, John With-
erspoon, the Scottish divine, who taught
that a mere condescending tolerance of
other religious views Is not enough; that
every man is entitled to worship God as he
chooses or not at all; and that every church
should be supported by the contributions of
its own members and not by taxation.

On entering polities in his native Virginia,
Madison adopted as his wise and trusted
counselor Thomas Jefferson, the great apos-
tle of liberty, who had sworn on the altar of
God eternal hostility to all forms of tyranny
over the mind of man.

Jefferson, the theorist, and Madison, the
pragmatist, were an ideal combination.
They led the fight for the disestablishment
of religion in Virginia, Madison subsequent-
ly authored the religious clauses of the First
Amendment. For these reasons, the fight
for religious freedom in Virginia illuminates
the meaning of these clauses, and merits de-
tailing.

In 1776, Virginia, as an independent Com-
monwealth, adopted a new Constitution.
James Madison was a member of the consti-
tutional convention which drafted it, and he
succeeded in writing into it the proposition
that all men are equally entitled to the free
exercise of religion according to the dictates
of conscience.

Shortly after the adoption of the new con-
stitution, the Virginia Legislature met, and
a conflict ensued between the members who
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demanded total separation of church and
state in Virginia, and those who favored
supplanting the single established Anglican
Church by an establishment of all the
churches deemed to be respectable.

As a member of this legislature, James
Madison was able to persuade his colleagues
to provide that no dissenters should be com-
pelled to pay taxes to the Anglican Church,
which had been established in Virginia in
1629. He also secured the enactment of a
law which suspended for the time being the
requirement that members of the Anglican
Church should pay taxes for its support.

But the Legislature of 1776 expressly re-
served for the future the crucial decision of
whether general taxes should be levied for
the support of all the denominations which
the controlling element in the Virginia Leg-
islature deemed to be respectable.

The conflict was renewed in the Virginia
Legislature of 1779, when James Henry in-
troduced a bill for a multiple establishment,
and James Madison introduced a bill which
was drafted by Thomas Jefferson, and
which is known to history as the Virginia
Statute for Religious Liberty.

James Henry's bill undertook to establish
by law virtually all of the Christian church-
es of Virginia as the established churches of
Virginia, and to levy taxes for the support
of all of them on an impartial basis. It is sig-
nificant that in this bill reference to an es-
tablishment appears at a number of points,
in contexts which clearly show that James
Henry and the others of his day understood
the term “an establishment of religion” to
mean an official connection between the
state and one or more churches whereby the
state recognized such church or churches
and provided for taxation for its or their
support.

The bill for religious freedom which was
drafted by Thomas Jefferson and intro-
duced by James Madison, is one of the great
documents which preceded the writing of
the Constitution. It was designed to effect
complete separation of church and state in
Virginia.

To this end, the bill laid down these prop-
ositions in its preamble: First, “Almighty
God hath created the mind free”; second,
“to compel a man to furnish contributions
of money for the propagation of opinions he
disbelieves is sinful and tyrannical”; third,
“the proscribing any citizen as unworthy
the public confidence by laying upon him an
incapacity of being called to offices of trust
and emolument, unless he profess or re-
nounce this or that religious opinion is de-
priving him injuriously of those privileges
and advantages in which in common with
his fellow citizens he has a natural right";
fourth, such action “tends only to corrupt
the principles of that religion it is meant to
encourage by bribing with a monopoly of
worldly honors and emoluments those who
will externally profess and conform to it";
fifth, “to suffer the civil magistrate to in-
trude his powers into the field of opinion,
and to restrain the profession or propaga-
tion of principles on supposition of their ill
tendency is a dangerous fallacy, which at
once destroys all religious liberty, because
he being of course judge of that tendency
will make his opinions the rule of judgment,
and approve or condemn the sentiments of
others only as they will square with or
differ from his own"; sixth, “it is time
enough for the rightful purpose of civil gov-
ernments for its officers to interfere when
principles break into overt acts against
peace and good order”; and, seventh, “truth
is great * * * and has nothing to fear from
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the conflict” with error, and “will prevail”
over error, and error will cease “to be dan-
gerous” wunless by human interposition
“truth is disarmed by her natural weapons,
free argument and debate.”

On the basis of these propositions, the bill
proposed that the Virginia Legislature make
these enactments: First, “that no man shall
be compelled to frequent or support any re-
ligious worship, place or ministry whatso-
ever”; second, that no man “shall be en-
forced, restrained, molested, or burthened
in his body or goods” or “otherwise suffer
on account of his religious opinions or be-
lefs"; third, “that all men shall be free to
profess, and by argument to maintain, their
opinion in all matters of religion, and that
the same shall in no wise diminish, enlarge,
or affect their civil capacities”; and, fourth,
that ““the rights hereby asserted are of the
natural rights of mankind, and * * * if any
act shall be hereafter passed to repeal the
present or to narrow its application, such
act shall be an infringement of natural
right.”

The opposing forces in the Virginia Legis-
lature of 1779 were so nearly equal in power
that it was impossible to secure the enact-
ment of either the James Henry bill for a
multiple establishment of religion or the
.;efferson bill for complete religious free-

om.

The contest was renewed in the Virginia
Legislature of 1784, when James Madison
again presented Jefferson's bill for religious
freedom and Patrick Henry sponsored a new
bill for a multiple establishment.

Patrick Henry's bill, which was entitled
““A Bill Establishing A Provision For Teach-
ers Of The Christian Religion”, undertook
to recognize the legal interest of Virginia in
virtually all the Christian churches func-
tioning within its borders, and to impose
taxes on all Virginians for their support.

When the Legislature was apparently on
the verge of passing Patrick Henry's bill,
Madison persuaded it to postpone a final
vote until its next session, which was sched-
uled for November 1785.

Between that time and the next meeting
of the Legislature, Madison composed a
most convincing and eloquent appeal for re-
ligious freedom, which he called “The Me-
morial and Remonstrance Against Religious
Assessment.” In it Madison said:

“It is proper to take alarm at the first ex-
periment on our liberties . . . The same au-
thority which can establish Christianity, in
exclusion of all other religions, may estab-
lish with the same ease any particular sect
of Christians, in exclusion of all other sects
. . » The same authority which can force a
citizen to contribute three pence only of his
property for the support of any one estab-
lishment, may force him to conform to any
other establishment in all cases whatso-
ever.”

This document is crucial in determining
what the Founding Fathers meant when
they yield to the insistence of James Madi-
son and wrote into the First Amendment
the provision that Congress shall make no
law respecting an establishment of religion.

In this document, which was a protest
against the bill sponsored by Patrick Henry
to levy taxes for the support of virtually all
Christian churches in Virginia, Madison
used the word “establishment’ at least five
times in contexts which showed that in his
mind “an establishment of religion” meant
an official relationship between the state
and one church or many churches or all
churches, and the imposition of taxation for
the support of one church or many church-
es or all churches.
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Madison caused “The Memorial and Re-
monstrance Against Religious Assessments"”
to be widely distributed throughout Virgin-
ia. By so doing, he insured his victory. When
the members of the Legislature which was
scheduled to convene in November 1785
were elected, those who supported Jefferson
and Madison in their fight for religious free-
dom were in an overwhelming majority.
Upon convening, they enacted into law Jef-
ferson's bill for religious freedom.

THE FIRST AMENDMENT

After the Constitution of the United
States was drafted and submitted to the
States for ratification or rejection, many
Americans were dissatisfied with it because
it did not contain any bill of rights, or any
provision relating to religious freedom other
than Article 6 prescribing that no religious
test should be required as a qualification for
any office or public trust in the United
States.

When New York, New Hampshire, and
Virginia ratified the Constitution, they
adopted resolutions which insisted that the
Constitution should be amended by incorpo-
rating in it guaranties of religious freedom
and freedom from taxation for the support
of religion.

North Carolina and Rhode Island both
postponed ratifying the Constitution, and
their conventions resolved they would not
ratify it unless it was amended to provide
for the disestablishment of religion.

As a result of the actions of these five
states and the demands of multitudes of
Americans in the other original states, the
Constitution was amended in these respects
by the First Amendment which, as part of
the Bill of Rights, was adopted by the requi-
site number of states by December 15, 1791.

The Constitution was so amended &s a
result of the efforts of James Madison, who
was elected a Representative from Virginia
to the First Congress which met after its
ratification.

As soon as this Congress convened, Madis-
ion began his great fight to have the First
Amendment added to the Constitution.
Some of his colleagues did not want the
Amendment to deny to government the
power to support religion, and others insist-
ed that the religious clauses of the amend-
ment should merely prohibit a single estab-
lished church.

But Madison contended at all times that
the First Amendment should embody in it
provisions that Congress should pass no law
respecting an establishment of religion or
prohibiting its free exercise.

He triumphed after much effort.

As has been observed, the First Amend-
ment was originally an inhibition on the
federal government and not on the states.

In July, 1868, the Fourteenth Amendment
was added to the Constitution. Section 1 of
this Amendment provides that no state
shall deprive any person of liberty without
due process of law.

The Supreme Court clearly adjudged for
the first time in Cantwell v. Connecticut,
310 U.S. 296, which was decided in 1940,
that the fundamental concept of liberty em-
bodied in the Fourteenth Amendment em-
braced the liberties guaranteed by the First
Amendment relating to religion, and that in
consequence the First and Fourteenth
Amendments in combination forbid the
states as well as the federal government to
make any law or take any action respecting
the establishment of religion or prohibiting
its free exercise, and thus secure to all
people in the United States religious free-
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dom. This ruling has been subsequently
reaffirmed by the Supreme Court in many
cases.

The First and Fourteenth Amendments
do this by erecting a wall of separation be-
tween government and religion at all levels
and in all areas of the United States. By
prohibiting any official relationship be-
tween government and religion, they forbid
government to undertake to control or sup-
port religion, and deny any religious group
or groups the power to control public policy
or the public purse.

The constitutional separation of govern-
ment and religion is best for government
and best for religion. It enables each of
them to seek to achieve its rightful aims
without interference from the other. Be-
sides, it is wise. History reveals that political
freedom cannot exist in any nation where
religion controls government, and that reli-
glous freedom cannot survive in any nation
where government controls religion.

Moreover, constitutional separation of
government and religion is indispensable to
the domestic tranquility of the United
States “whose people came from the four
corners of the earth and brought with them
a diversity of religious opinion.” As the Su-
preme Court revealed in Abington School
District v. Schempp and Murray v. Curlitt,
374 U.S. 203, 214 (1963): "Today authorities
list 83 separate religious bodies, each with a
membership exceeding 50,000, existing
among our people, as well as innumerable
smaller groups.” These organizations com-
pete for the religious allegiance of the
people,

By securing the absolute equality before
the law of all religious sects and requiring
government to be neutral in respect to
them, the constitutional separation of gov-
ernment and religion makes the love of reli-
gious freedom and the other things which
unite our people stronger than their diversi-
ties, and enables Americans of varying reli-
gious faiths to live with each other in peace.

As made applicable to the states by the
Fourteenth Amendment, the religious
clauses of the First Amendment accomplish
their wholesome objectives in their entirety
in these ways:

1. They prohibit the federal government
and the states from establishing any reli-
gious test as a qualification for any public
office at any level of government.

2. “The establishment of religion clause of
the First Amendment means at least this:
Neither a state nor the federal government
can set up a church. Neither can pass laws
which aid one religion, aid all religions, or
prefer one religion over another. Neither
can force nor influence a person to go to or
remain away from church against his will or
force him to profess a belief or disbelief in
any religion. No person can be punished for
entertaining or professing religious beliefs
or disbeliefs, for church attendance or non-
attendance. No tax in any amount, large or
small, can be levied to support any religious
activities or institutions, whatever they may
be called, or whatever form they may adopt
to teach or practice religion. Neither a state
nor the federal government can, openly or
secretly, participate in the affairs of any re-
ligious organizations or groups or vice versa.
In the words of Jefferson, the clause against
establishment of religion by law was intend-
ed to erect a wall of separation between
church and state.” (Everson v. Board of
Education, 330 U.S. 1, 15-16 (1847))

3. The free exercise clause of the First
Amendment secures to every person the ab-
solute right to accept as true the religious
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beliefs that appeal to his conscience and to
reject all others; to practice the religious be-
liefs he accepts in any mode of worship not
injurious to himself or others; to seek by
peaceful persuasion to convert others to his
religious beliefs and practices; and to be
exempt from taxation for the support of re-
ligious activities or teachings. A person is
denied religious freedom if he is taxed to
support any religious faith, including his
owT.
OPPOSITION TO THE FIRST AMENDMENT

Numerous Americans of the utmost sin-
cerity are not in intellectual and spiritual
rapport with the First Amendment’s separa-
tion of government and religion. Whether
they are hostile to the principle of separa-
tion itself or do not understand what it en-
tails, I do not know and will not surmise.

One group demands that the public
schools of the states teach religion to the
children attending them; and the other
group demands that government provide
public funds to aid and support private
schools maintained by various churches to
teach their religious doctrines to the chil-
dren attending them. In so doing, the
second group demands that the taxes of
Caesar be used to finance the things of God.

While one is concerned with the public
schools and the other with private religious
schools, both groups base their demands on
the assumption that governmental fidelity
to the First Amendment frustrates the reli-
glous education of children.

This assumption is without foundation.
While it forbids government to teach reli-
gion, the Pirst Amendment leaves individ-
uals, homes, and non-governmental institu-
tions, such as Sunday schools, churches, and
private schools, free to do so. Indeed it en-
courages them to do so by securing religious
freedom to all.

Churches should look to their members
and their friends only for the financing of
their undertakings, and no church should
engage in any undertaking, no matter how
laudable it may be, which its members and
friends are unable or unwilling to finance.

THE PUBLIC SCHOOLS

For generations before the school prayer
cases, the public schools of various states
conducted religious exercises each school
day conforming to the religious beliefs
which prevailed in the communities where
the schools were located. The school prayer
cases are Engel v. Vitale, School District of
Abington Township v. Schempp, and Murray
v. Curlett.

The Engel case, 370 U.S. 421 (1962), in-
volved the constitutionality of a New York
regulation requiring the following prayer to
be sald aloud by each class in a public
school in the presence of a teacher at the
beginning of each school day: “Almighty
God, we acknowledge our dependence upon
thee, and we beg thy blessing upon us, our
parents, our teachers, and our country.”

The Abington School District and Murray
cases, which were consolidated for decision,
involved the constitutionality of a Pennsyl-
vania statute which required that “at least
ten verses from the Holy Bible shall be read,
without comment, at the opening of each
public school on each school day”, and a
rule of the School Commissioners of Balti-
more, Maryland, which required the holding
of opening exercises in the schools of the
city consisting primarily of “reading, with-
out comment, of a chapter in the Holy Bible
and/or the use of the Lord's Prayer.”

It was provided in each instance that any
child would be excused from participating in
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the prescribed religious exercises on the re-
quest of his parent or guardian.

By a vote of 6 to 1 in the Engel case and 8
to 1 in the Abinglon School District and
Murray cases, the Supreme Court ruled that
by using their public school systems to re-
quire these religious exercises, New York,
Pennsylvania, and Maryland violated the
Establishment Clause of the First Amend-
ment, and that the regulation, statute, and
rule requiring them were, therefore, uncon-
stitutional,

The Court dismissed as immaterial the cir-
cumstance that any child was excused on re-
quest from participating in the exercises on
the ground that governmental coercion is
not an essential ingredient of government
establishment of religion.

The rationale of the rulings was thus sum-
marized in the opinion in the Abington
School District and Murray cases: “They are
religious exercises required by the state in
violation of the command of the First
Amendment that the government maintain
strict neutrality, neither aiding nor oppos-
ing religion.”

These rulings shocked sincere people
throughout the nation. It is not surprising
that this was so. The custom of holding reli-
gious exercises in public schools had been
followed in many states for generations, and
the school authorities in these states had
acted on the assumption that it was proper
for these schools to teach the religious be-
liefs which prevailed in the communities in
which they operated,

Many sincere persons charge that the
school prayer cases show the Supreme
Court to be hostile to religion. This charge
is untrue and unjust. In these cases the Su-
preme Court was faithful to its judicial
duty. It enforced the First Amendment,
which commands government to maintain
strict neutrality respecting religion, neither
aiding nor opposing it.

In these and other cases, the Supreme
Court recognizes the supreme value of reli-
gious faith in the lives of individuals and
through them in the life of the nation.

The First Amendment forbids the states
to teach religion to the children attending
their public schools. Without impairing this
principle to any degree, the Supreme Court
makes this observation in its opinion in the
Abington School District and Murray cases:

“It might well be said that one's education
is not complete without a study of compara-
tive religion or the history of religion and
its relationship to the advancement of civili-
zation. It certainly may be said that the
Bible is worthy of study for its literary and
historic qualities. Nothing we have said here
indicates that such study of the Bible or of
religion, when presented objectively as part
of a secular program of education, may not
be effected consistently with the First
Amendment.” (374 U.S. 203, 225)

It is to be noted, moreover, that the
school prayer cases do not question the
soundness of the prior ruling in Zorach v.
Clauson, 343 U.S. 306 (1962) where the Su-
preme Court held that the New York
system of released time for religious instruc-
tion did not violate the First Amendment.
Under this system, the state authorities in
charge of public schools released from their
customary studies an hour a week children,
acting without any pressure from them,
who desired to receive religious instruction
in churches or church schools outside public
school property.

Those who demand that public schools be
made instruments to teach religion to the
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children attending them suggest varying
ways to achieve their objective.

Since the school prayer cases adjudged
the religious exercises involved in them to
be rupugnant to the First Amendment be-
cause they were required by state authori-
ties, they propose initially that state au-
thorities sanction voluntary religious exer-
cises in public schools. Despite their good
faith, this proposal is fatally defective. In
the nature of things, religious exercises
sanctioned by public authorities are not, in
reality, voluntary.

They propose secondarily that Congress
deprive federal courts of jurisdiction to hear
and determine cases in which states are al-
leged to have taught religion to the children
attending their public schools in violation of
the First Amendment. If it should take such
action, Congress would nullify the First
Amendment in substantial part by abolish-
ing judicial enforcement of one of the
Amendment’s commands.

They propose finally that Congress and
the states amend the Constitution to au-
thorize the states to teach religion to chil-
dren attending their public schools. If con-
summated, this forthright proposal would
repeal the First Amendment in substantial
part insofar as it applies to the public
schools.

As a general rule, those who demand that
the public schools of the states be made in-
struments to teach religion are motivated
by their desire to have the children attend-
ing them taught the religious beliefs of
their particular sect of Christianity.

The word “religion” as used in the Consti-
tution is not restricted in its meaning to any
particular sect of Christianity, or to the
Christian religion in general. It embodies
Buddhism, Hinduism, Judaism, Mohamme-
danism, Shintoism, and all other religions;
and the Constitution confers on all persons
of all religious persuasions an equality of
constitutional right. If those who demand

that the public schools be made instruments
to teach religion would pause and ponder
these things, the ardor of their demand
might abate.

PRIVATE SCHOOLS THAT TEACH RELIGION

The Supreme Court held in Pierce v. Soci-
ety of Sisters, 268 U.S. 510 (1925), that a
state statute requiring all children to attend
the public schools was unconstitutional be-
cause the guaranty of liberty of the due
process clause of the Fourteenth Amend-
ment gave Catholic parents a constitutional
right to send their children to a Catholic
School to recelve both secular and religious
instruction from it.

Although multitudes of Catholics revere
and understand the First Amendment in its
entirety and oppose taxation of any Ameri-
cans to support the teaching of any religion,
Catholics comprise the majority of those
who insist that government give financial
aid to private schools which teach religion.

The Catholic Church establishes and op-
erates its parochial schools to teach the
children of Catholic parents its religious
doctrines and observances. Since the Pirst
Amendment forbids the public schools to
teach any religion, Catholic parents who
desire their children to be taught the
Catholic faith send their children to paro-
chial rather than public schools. As taxpay-
ers, these Catholic parents pay taxes to help
the state to maintain the public schools, and
as parents, they bear the added expense of
the instruction of their children in the paro-
chial schools.

Many of these parents and others demand
that government should provide public
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funds either directly or indirectly to aid and
support the parochial schools. They base
their demand on the propositions that it is
unjust to compel Catholic parents to pay
taxes for the support of public schools and
bear the additional expense occasioned by
sending their children to the parochial
schools, and that the Catholic Church saves
government enormous outlays of money be-
cause Catholic children go to parochial
rather than public schools.

Without questioning the validity of the
unadorned facts underlying these asser-
tions, these observations are of crucial
import:

1. The Catholic parents voluntarily
impose the additional financial burden on
themselves by sending their children to the
parochial schools to obtain instruction in
the Catholic faith, instruction which the
Pirst Amendment forbids the public schools
to give them.

2. The Catholic Church operates the paro-
chial schools to insure that it rather than
government will control the education of
Catholic children.

Justices Jackson and Rutledge present ir-
refutable reasons in their dissenting opin-
ions in the Everson case why government
must refuse to give financial aid and sup-
port, either directly or indirectly, to paro-
chial and other private schools which teach
religion if the religious freedom the First
Amendment establishes is to endure in the
United States. Justice Jackson added the
warning that government may regulate the
private schools it subsidizes.

CONCLUSION

As Justice Jackson stated in his dissent in
the Everson case, 330 U.S. 1, 22-28, the First
Amendment occupies first place in the Bill
of Rights because its objective occupied first
place in the minds of the Founding Fathers.
He made the objective of the Bill of Rights
clear in the opinion he wrote for the Court
in West Virginia Board of Education v. Bar-
nelte, 319 U.S. 624, 638 (1943):

“The very purpose of a Bill of Rights was
to withdraw certain subjects from the vicis-
situdes of political controversy, to place
them beyond the reach of majorities and of-
ficials and to establish them as legal princi-
ples to be applied by the courts. . . . One's
right to freedom of worship . . . and other
fundamental rights may not be submitted to
vote; they depend on the outcome of no
elections.”

The Oklahoma Court proclaimed truth
when it said in Cline v. State, 9 Okla. Crim.
40, 130 P. 510:

“The crowning glory of American freedom
is absolute religious liberty, every American
has the unquestioned and untrammeled
right to worship God according to the dic-
tates of his own conscience, without let or
hindrance from any person or any source.”

It is just as sinful and tyrannical now as it
was in the day of Jefferson and Madison for
government to tell people what they must
think about religion, or to compel them to
pay taxes for the propagation of religious
opinions they disbelieve.

May America cherish the First Amend-
ment and thus keep religious freedom invio-
late for its people as long as time shall last.

NOTES

1. North Carolina embodied this declara-
tion in its Constitution of 1776, “that all
men have a natural and unalienable right to
worship Almighty God according to the dic-
tates of their own conscience,” and added to
it as an amendment in 1835 the words “and
no human authority should, in any case
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whatever, control or interfere with the
rights of conscience.”

lz. Torcaso v. Maryland, 367 U.S. 488
(1961)

3. The statement revealing the meaning of
the Establishment Clause appears in the
majority opinion in Everson v. Board of
Education, 330 U.S. 1, 15-16 (1947), which
was written by Justice Black. In this case
the Supreme Court upheld the constitution-
ality under the Establishment Clause of a
statute which required New Jersey to use
state funds to reimburse the cost of trans-
portation of children to the state’s public
schools and Catholic parochial schools. The
state was not permitted, however, to reim-
burse the cost of transportation of children
attending private schools operated for
profit.

The majority and dissenting opinions illu-
minate the Establishment Clause. The Jus-
tices did not disagree as to its meaning.
They disagreed only as to its application to
the New Jersey statute.

The majority concluded that the expendi-
ture required by the New Jersey statute was
comparable to governmental expenditures
for fire and police protection, and were for
the public purpose of promoting the safety
of the children traveling between their
homes and the public and parochial schools.
The dissenters maintained that the expendi-
ture did nothing to increase the safety of
the children over that of other patrons of
the transportation system and was for the
private purpose of aiding parochial schools
to teach the Catholic faith to the children
attending them.

Some years after the Everson decision, the
Supreme Court explained in the first school
prayer case, Engel v. Vitale, 370 U.S. 421
(1962) that the Establishment Clause is
unlike the Free Exercise Clause in that gov-
ernmental coercion is not an essential ingre-
dient of it, and enunciated the several rea-
sons why the Founding Fathers embodied
the Establishment Clause in the Constitu-
tion. In so doing, the Court said:

“Although these two clauses may in cer-
tain instances overlap, they forbid two quite
different kinds of governmental encroach-
ment on religious freedom. The Establish-
ment Clause, unlike the Free Exercise
Clause, does not depend on any showing of
direct governmental compulsion and is vio-
lated by the enactment of laws which estab-
lish an official religion, whether those laws
operate directly to coerce nonobserving indi-
viduals or not. This is not to say, of course,
that laws officially prescribing a particular
form of religious worship do not involve a
coercion of such individuals. When the
power, prestige, and financial support of
government is placed behind a particular re-
ligious belief, the indirect coercive pressure
upon religious minorities to conform to the
prevailing officially approved religion is
plain. But the purposes underlying the Es-
tablishment Clause go much further than
that. Its first and most immediate purpose
rested on the belief that a union of govern-
ment and religion tends to destroy govern-
ment and to degrade religion. The history of
governmentally established religion, both in
England and in this country, showed that
whenever government had allied itself with
one particular form of religion, the inevita-
ble result had been that it had incurred
hatred, disrespect, and even contempt of
those who held contrary beliefs. That same
history showed that many people had lost
their respect for any religion that had relied
upon the support of government to spread
its faith. The Establishment Clause thus
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stands as an expression of principle on the
part of the Founders of our Constitution
that religion is too personal, too sacred, too
holy, to permit its ‘unhallowed perversion’
by a civil magistrate. Another purpose of
the Establishment Clause rested upon an
awareness of the historical fact that govern-
mentally established religions and religious
persecutions go hand in hand. . . . It was in
large part to get completely away from . . .
religious persecution that the Founders
brought into being our Nation, our Consti-
tution, and our Bill of Rights with its prohi-
bition against any governmental establish-
ment of religion.”

4, Cantwell v. Connecticut, 310 U.S. 296
(1940); Jones v. Opelika, 316 U.S. 584 (1942);
West Virginia Board of Education v. Bar-
nette, 319 U.S. 624 (1943); Follelt v. City of
McCormick, 321 U.B. 573 (1944); Kovacs v.
Cooper, 336 U.S. T7 (1949); Sherbert v.
Verner, 374 U.S. 398 (1963); Flast v. Cohen,
392 U.S. 83 (1968).

Justice Rutledge made the meanings of
both the Establishment and Free Exercise
Clauses plain in his dissent in Everson v.
Board of Education, 330 U.S. 31-63 (1947).
He said:

“Not simply an established church, but
any law respecting an establishment of reli-
gion is forbidden. The Amendment was
broadly but not loosely phrased. It is the
compact and exact summation of its au-
thor’s views formed during his long struggle
for religious freedom. In Madison’s own
words characterizing Jefferson's Bill for Es-
tablishing Religious Freedom, the guaranty
he put in our national charter, like the bill
he piloted through the Virginia Assembly,
was a ‘'model of technical precision, and per-
spicuous brevity.” Madison could not have
confused ‘church’ and ‘religion’ or ‘an estab-
:‘iiahed church' and ‘an establishment of reli-

Dn e

“The Amendment's purpose was not to
strike merely at the official establishment
of a single sect, creed or outlawing only a
formal relation such as had prevailed in
England and some of the colonies. Necessar-
ily it was to uproot all such relationships.
But the object was broader than separating
church and state in this narrow sense. It
was to create a complete and permanent
separation of the spheres of religious activi-
ty and civil authority by comprehensively
forbidding every form of public aid or sup-
port for religion. In proof the Amendment's
wording and history unite with this Court's
consistent utterances whenever attention
has been fixed directly upon the question.”

“‘Religion’ appears only once in the
Amendment. But the word governs two pro-
hibitions and governs them alike. It does
not have two meanings, one narrow to
forbid ‘an establishment’ and another,
much broader, for securing ‘the free exer-
cise thereof.’ ‘Thereof’ brings down ‘reli-
gion’ with its entire and exact content, no
more and no less, from the first into the
second guaranty, so that Congress and now
the states are as broadly restricted concern-
ing the one as they are regarding the
other.”

“No one would claim today that the
Amendment is constricted in ‘prohibiting
the free exercise’ of religion to securing the
free exercise of some formal or creedal ob-
servance, of one sect or many. It secures all
forms of religious expression, creedal, sec-
tarian or nonsectarian, wherever and how-
ever taking place, except conduct which
trenches upon the like freedoms of others
or clearly and presently endangers the com-
munity’'s good order and security. For the
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protective purposes of this phase of the
basic freedom, street preaching, oral or by
distribution of literature, has been given
‘the same high estate under the Pirst
Amendment as . . . worship in the churches
and preaching from the pulpits.’” And on
this basis parents have been held entitled to
send their children to private, religious
schools. Pierce v. Society of Sisters, 268 U.S.
510 (1925). Accordingly, daily religious edu-
cation commingled with secular is ‘religion’
within the guaranty’s comprehensive scope.
So are religious training and teaching in
whatever form. The word connotes the
broadest content, determined not by the
form or formality of the teaching or where
it occurs, but by its essential nature regard-
less of those details.”

“‘Religion’ has the same broad signifi-
cance in the twin prohibition concerning ‘an
establishment.” The Amendment was not
duplicitous. ‘Religion’ and ‘establishment’
were not used in any formal or technical
sense. The prohibition broadly forbids state
support, financial or other, of religion in
any guise, form or degree. It outlaws all use
of public funds for religious purposes.”

“Two great drives are constantly in
motion to abridge, in the name of education,
the complete division of religion and civil
authority which our forefathers made. One
is to introduce religious education and ob-
servances into the public schools. The other,
to obtain public funds for the aid and sup-
port of various private religious schools. . . .
In my opinion both avenues are closed by
the Constitution. Neither should be opened
by this Court. The matter is not one of
quantity, to be measured by the amount of
money expended. Now, as in Madison’'s day,
it is one of principle, to keep separate the
separate spheres as the First Amendment
drew them: to prevent the first experiment
upon our liberties; and to keep them from
becoming entangled in corrosive precedents.
We should not be less strict to keep strong
and untarnished the one side of the shield
of religious freedom than we have been of
the other.

5. After pointing out that parochial
schools are established and maintained by
the Catholic Church to teach “Catholic
faith and morals", and that its Canon Law
prescribes that they shall be “schools where
religious and moral training occupy the first
place”, Justice Jackson declared in his dis-
senting opinion in the Everson case, 330
U.8. 22-28:

“It is no exaggeration to say that the
whole historic conflict in temporal policy
between the Catholic Church and non-
Catholics comes to a focus in their respec-
tive school policies. The Roman Catholic
Church, counseled by experience in many
ages and many lands and with all sorts and
conditions of men, takes what, from the
viewpoint of its own progress and the suc-
cess of its mission, is a wise estimate of the
importance of education to religion. It does
not leave the individual to pick up religion
by chance. It relies on early and indelible in-
doctrination in the faith and order of the
Church by the word and example of persons
consecrated to the task.”

“Qur public school, if not a product of
Protestanism, at least is more consistent
with it than with the Catholic culture and
scheme of value. It is a relatively recent de-
velopment dating from about 1840, It is or-
ganized on the premises that secular educa-
tion can be isolated from all religious teach-
ing so that the school can teach all needed
temporal knowledge and also maintain a
strict and lofty neutrality as to religion. The
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assumption is that after the individual has
been instructed in wordly wisdom he will be
better fitted to choose his religion. Whether
such disjunction is possible, and if possible
is wise, are questions I need not try to
answer,"”

“I should be surprised if any Catholic
would deny that the parochial school is a
vital, if not the most vital part of the
Roman Catholic Church. If put to the
choice, that venerable institution, I should
expect, would forego its whole service for
mature persons before it would give up edu-
cation for the young, and it would be a wise
choice. Its growth and cohesion, discipline
and loyalty, spring from its schools. Catho-
lic education is the rock on which the whole
structure rests, and to render tax aid to its
Church school is indistinguishable to me
from rendering the same aid to the Church
itself."”

“It is of no importance in this situation
whether the beneficiary of tax-raised funds
is primarily the parochial school and inci-
dentally the pupil, or whether the aid is di-
rectly bestowed on the pupil with indirect
benefits to the school. The state cannot
maintain a Church and it can no more tax
its citizens to furnish free carriage to those
who attend a Church. The prohibition
against establishment of religion cannot be
circumvented by a subsidy, bonus or reim-
bursement of expense to individuals for re-
cfiuing religious instruction and indoctrina-
tion 3

“1 agree that this Court has left, and
always should leave to each state, great lati-
tude in deciding for itself, in the light of its
own conditions, what shall be public pur-
poses in its scheme of things. It may make
public business of individual welfare,
health, education, entertainment or securi-
ty. But it cannot make public business of re-
ligious worship or instruction, or of attend-
ance at religious institutions of any charac-
ter. There is no answer to the proposition . .
. that the effect of the religious freedom to
our Constitution was to take every form of
propagation of religion out of the realm of
things which could directly or indirectly be
made public business and thereby be sup-
ported in whole or in part at taxpayers’ ex-
pense. That is a difference which the Con-
stitution sets up between religion and
almost every other subject matter of legisla-
tion, a difference which goes to the very
root of religious freedom. . . . This freedom
was first in the Bill of Rights because it was
first in the forefathers’ minds; it was set
forth in absolute terms, and its strength is
its rigidity. It was intended not only to keep
the state’s hands out of religion, but to keep
religion’s hands off the state, and, above all,
to keep bitter religious controversy out of
public life by denying to every
denomination any advantage from getting
control of public policy and the public
purse. . . ."

“This policy of our Federal Constitution
has never been wholly pleasing to most reli-
gious groups. They all are quick to invoke
its protections; they all are irked when they
feel its restraints. .

“But we cannot have it both ways. Reli-
gious teaching cannot be a private affair
when the state seeks to impose regulations
which infringe on it indirectly, and a public
affair when it comes to taxing citizens of
one faith to aid another, or those of no
faith to aid all. If these principles seem
harsh in prohibiting aid to Catholic educa-
tion, it must not be forgotten that it is the
same Constitution that alone assures Catho-
lics the right to maintain these schools at
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all when predominant local sentiment would
forbid them. Pierce v. Society of Sisters, 268
U.B. 510 (1925). Nor should I think that
those who have done so well without this
aid would want to see this separation be-
tween church and state broken down. If the
state may aid these religious schools, it may
therefore regulate them. Many groups have
sought aid from tax funds only to find that
it carried political controls with it. Indeed
this Court has declared that ‘It is hardly
lack of due process for the government to
regulate that which it subsidizes." "

“But in any event, the great purposes of
the Constitution do not depend on the ap-
proval or convenience of those they re-
strain.”

Justice Rutledge made these observations
in his dissent in Everson v. Board of Educa-
tion, 330 U.S. 58-60 (1947):

“No one conscious of religious values can
be unsympathetic toward the burden which
our constitutional separation puts on par-
ents who desire religious instruction mixed
with secular for their children. They pay
taxes for others' children's education, at the
same time the added cost of instruction for
their own. Nor can one happily see benefits
denied to children which others receive, be-
cause in conscience they or their parents for
them desire a different kind of training
others do not demand.”

“But if those feelings should prevail,
there would be an end to our historic consti-
tutional policy and command. No more
unjust or discriminatory in fact is it to deny
attendants at religious schools the cost of
their transportation than it is to deny them
tuitions, sustenance for their teachers, or
any other educational expense which others
receive at public cost, Hardship in fact there
is which none can blink. But, for assuring to
those who undergo it the greater, the most
comprehensive freedom, it is one written by
design and firm intent into our basic law.”

“Of course discrimination in the legal
sense does not exist. The child attending
the religious school has the same right as
any other to attend the public school. But
he foregoes exercising it because the same
guaranty which assures this freedom forbids
the public school or any agency of the state
to give or aid him in securing the religious
instruction he seeks.”

“Were he to accept the common school,
he would be the first to protest the teaching
there of any creed or faith not his own. And
it is precisely for the reason that their at-
mosphere is wholly secular that children
are not sent to public schools under the
Pierce doctrine. But that is a constitutional
necessity, because we have staked the very
existence of our country on the faith that
complete separation between the state and
{fglimon is best for the state and best for re-

on.”

“That policy necessarily entails hardship
upon persons who forego the right to educa-
tional advantages the state can supply in
order to secure others it is precluded from
giving. Indeed this may hamper the parent
and the child forced by conscience to that
choice. But it does not make the state un-
neutral to withhold what the Constitution
forbids it to give. On the contrary it is only
by observing the prohibition rigidly that the
state can maintain its neutrality and avoid
partisanship in the dissensions inevitable
when sect opposes sect over demands for
public moneys to further religious educa-
tion, teaching or training in any form or
degree, directly or indirectly. Like St. Paul's
freedom, religious liberty with a great price
must be bought. And for those who exercise
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it most fully, by insisting upon religious
education for their children mixed with sec-
ular, by the terms of our Constitution the
price is greater than for others.”

“The problem then cannot be cast in
terms of legal discrimination or its absence.
This would be true, even though the state in
giving aid should treat all religious instruc-
tion alike. Thus, if the present statute and
its application were shown to apply equally
to all religious schools of whatever faith, yet
in the light of our tradition it could not
stand. For then the adherent of one creed
still would pay for the support of another,
the childless taxpayer with others more for-
tunate. Then too there would seem to be no
bar to making appropriations for transpor-
tation and other expenses of children at-
tending public or other secular schools,
after hours in separate places and classes
for their exclusively religious instruction.
The person who embraces no creed also
would be forced to pay for teaching what he
does not believe. Again, it was the furnish-
ing of ‘contributions of money for the prop-
agation of opinions which he disbelieves’
that the fathers outlawed. That conse-
quence and effect are not removed by multi-
plying to all-inclusiveness the sects for
which support is exacted. The Constitution
requires, not comprehensive identification
oit state with religion, but complete separa-
tion."e®

THE AIR TRAVELERS SECURITY
ACT OF 1983

® Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, yes-

terday, the Senator from Tennessee

(Mr. Sasser) and I appeared before

the Aviation Subcommittee of the

House Public Works and Transporta-

tion Committee to testify in favor of

the Air Travelers Security Act (H.R.

2053 and S. 765).

This is one of the most important
proderegulation, proconsumer rights,
procompetition bills to come before
the Congress in some time. It is a bill
which insures that the consumer is
protected from fraud in the marketing
of travel accommodations while at the
same time the opportunities for com-
petition in the marketing of travel ac-
commodation are made unlimited.

So that all Senators may have the
opportunity to gain a broader under-
standing of this important measure, I
ask that the statements made by the
Senator from Tennessee (Mr. SASSER)
and myself be printed in full in the
RECORD.

The statements follow:

SENATOR JIM SASSER—STATEMENT ON H.R.
2053 BerorRe THE COMMITTEE ON PuUBLIC
WORES AND TRANSPORTATION, SUBCOMMIT-
TEE ON AVIATION
Mr. Chairman, I want to thank you for

this opportunity to discuss, along with Sen-

ator Warner—with whom I co-chair the

%;;te Tourism Caucus, my views on H.R.
I suppose I could sum up what I have to

say, Mr. Chairman, by posing as a ques(.ion

the title of a popular song of the 1960’s, “Do

You Know The Way to San Jose?”

I am sure that you do. But someone from
my home state of Tennessee probably
wouldn't know. They would probably con-
tact their local travel agent in order to learn
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the quickest way. Likewise, the people from
your home district in San Jose would prob-
ably have to contact their travel agent if
they wanted to visit the “Home of the
Blues"” on Beale Street in Memphis or the
Grand Ol' Opry in Nashville.

The problem is this: the ability of people
to find the way to San Jose, or to Memphis,
or to Nashville, is going to be seriously
threatened come January 1984—if we don't
set aside last year's narrow CAB decision.
H.R. 2053 would do just this, vacate that de-
cision and provide immunity for the current
relationship between travel agents and the
airline industry.

Other witnesses this morning will more
than cover the many arguments related to
H.R. 2053 and its Senate companion, S. 764.
My brief remarks focus on what I believe
will be the outcome . . . if immunity from
antitrust statutes is not maintained for the
Air Transport Conference.

Let's take the precedent of so-called rate
deregulations. I supported deregulation of
the airline industry and the sunset of the
Civil Aeronautics Board. I had hoped that
deregulation would encourage a healthy
competition among carriers. I had hoped
that short-haul carriers would fill in on
those routes that were less-than-lucrative
for major airlines.

That’s what I had hoped. What we got
was: a suicidal rate war among the airlines
in which cut-rate prices made it attractive
to go from Washington to Miami—but both
costly and inconvenient to go from Wash-
ington to Chattanooga; a rate war that con-
tributed to the demise of Braniff airlines; a
rate war that still threatens the basic stabil-
ity of the industry.

No one in the Congress really wants to
regulate once again the routes or rate struc-
tures of airlines. But there is strong senti-
ment toward that direction—unless the air-
lines can exercise restraint and common
sense on their own.

That kind of industry self-restraint, that
kind of working and workable arrangement,
is already in operation in the relationship
among travel agents and the airlines. I say:
let it continue to work.

The last thing we need is another episode
of suicidal competition among airlines and
travel agents. But I submit that this is ex-
actly what could happen should the CAB
ruling be allowed to stand.

I am concerned, too, about the economic
impact to my state should the CAB decision
be effected.

The more than 1,000 people working at
travel agencies in Tennessee were responsi-
ble last year for $195 million in airline book-
ings. The payroll derived from booking com-
missions and the tax revenues these agen-
cies generated for federal, state and local
governments represent scores of millions
more in positive economic impact for our’
state.

So, it comes down to this: common sense
tells us it would be illogical not to act on the
CAB ruling; economic sense tells us it would
be too costly not to act.

I therefore urge this subcommittee to act,
a.ndsto act favorably and quickly on H.R.
2053.

TESTIMONY OF SENATOR JOHN W. WARNER
BEFORE THE AVIATION SUBCOMMITTEE,
House PusLic WoRKS COMMITTEE
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I appreciate the courtesy you have ex-
tended Senator Sasser and me, as the pri-
mary Senate sponsors of the Air Travelers
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Security Act, to testify before the Aviation
Subcommittee on this very important travel
and tourism, consumer rights legislation.

There are some critical issues surrounding
this measure which I feel must be examined
more fully, The general public and the par-
ties interested in the outcome of this debate
must have every opportunity to completely
understand these issues. They are:

(1) “Exclusivity,” and

(2) Antitrust immunity.

EXCLUSIVITY

The Air Transport Conference program
contains three provisions which, collective-
ly, have been termed “exclusivity.” The
word, “exclusivity,” is potentially confusing
because the Conference program does not
exclude qualified travel agents, and there
are no quotas or other inappropriate bar-
riers to entry into the travel marketplace.

In his decision, the Civil Aeronautics
Board's administrative law judge found that
the program merely prevented non-accredit-
ed persons from acting as agents for Confer-
ence airlines. But the judge also found that
the program should not bar people from
having other relationships with the airlines.

Further, the CAB's administrative law
judge determined that elimination of this
recognition by the Conference of its agents
would endanger the viability of the present
worldwide transportation marketing system.

He determined that elimination of this
recognition would undermine intercarrier
confidence in the travel agent network and
in the reliability of interlining, ticket inter-
changeability and refundability.

He determined elimination of this recogni-
tion would reduce the universality of carrier
representation by travel agents;

Threaten the competence and profession-
allsm of the travel agency industry as a
whole;

Undermine consumer confidence in the
competence, professionalism and universal
representation of such agents;

Reduce consumer use of the travel agent
marketing system and competition within it;
and

Reduce the availability of travel agents
representing all carriers providing consum-
ers with complete and reliable information
on all travel options.

Clearly, the Conference certifies travel
agents for purposes of consumer conven-
fence and confidence. But if a consumer
does not want to purchase travel accommo-
dations through a travel agent, he or she
has several other alternatives available.

The consumer can pick up the phone and
shop from one airline to another until he or
she finds just the right flight, at the right
time and at the right price.

Or the consumer can go to a tour broker,
purchase travel accommodations in a pack-
age, and obtain either regular schedule
transport, charter service.

Finally, a consumer can, in some areas of
the country, buy airline tickets from auto-
mated dispensing machines representing a
limited number of carriers, or directly from
an airline ticket office.

As far as the travel agencies are con-
cerned, as a competitive force in the market-
place there are over 22,000 of them.

Virtually all are small businesses with
fewer than 10 employees, Over half of these
agencies are owned by women, and as em-
ployers of minorities, travel agencies have
one of the finest records of any enterprise
in our nation.

The travel agency business grows by an
average 1,000 new agencies a year. That's
over 1,000 new entrepreneurs a year who

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

enter the marketplace to make it or break it
on their own, in competition with other
travel agencies, in competition with every
customer who chooses to take the time and
effort to arrange their own travel, in compe-
tition with tour brokers, and in competition
with the automated ticketing machines and
airline ticket offices operated by the airlines
themselves.

The only thing exclusive about a travel
agent is that a travel agent is a promoting
force in the marketplace and because of
that, the airlines remunerate travel agents
with commissions for the tickets they sell.

Other market forces, if they can demon-
strate and are able negotiators in the free
marketplace, also may obtain remuneration
in the form of customer discounts, and
other nonfinancial benefits.

So let's be perfectly frank, Mr. Chairman.
Let's recognize once and for all that the
term, “exclusivity,” is nothing more than a
smoke screen behind which certain interests
are hiding in the hopes of radically chang-
ing the present marketing system so that
they do not have to meet certification re-
quirements.

The present marketing system is highly
competitive. It affords the consumer confi-
dence, convenience, and the broadest selec-
tion possible. It has evolved over the past 40
years . . . responding to the demands of the
marketplace; doing so without complaint or
objection from the traveling public or the
industries it represents.

ANTITRUST IMMUNITY

Antitrust immunity is a very important
aspect of the Air Travelers Security Act. It
is, in my estimation, the cornerstone of the
Air Transport Conference. Without it, I am
convinced the Conference will be forced out
of existence. The travel marketing system—
as we know it and as it is evolving during
CAB sunsetting—will collapse, and in its
place will come a highly decentralized, total-
ly chaotic marketplace in which the battle
cry will be “Buyer, beware.”

Let me clarify one thing in light of this
statement.

Supporters of this legislation are not anti-
deregulation.

On the contrary, I believe I can safely
speak for at least all of the Senate cospon-
sors of this legislation when I say, we be-
lieve that Congress made the right decision,
and we would not for a moment attempt to
re-regulate the airlines industry.

And that, Mr. Chairman, is why we are so
amazed by the CAB's split decision to strip
the Conference of its immunity effective
January 1, 1985.

With the protection of immunity, the
Conference will be able to act, as we believe
the present administration would desire,
and as we believe Congress intended after
CAB sunset, as the industry's self-regulating
mechanism.

The Conference would be capable of seek-
ing the continued cooperation of industry
members and agents, ensuring that the con-
sumer continues to enjoy the best possible
service in the most universal fashion obtain-
able.

And the Conference could do that free of
government interference—but only if the
Conference continues to have antitrust im-
munity.

Without antitrust immunity, the Confer-
ence would be forced into the regulatory en-
vironment of the courts and the U.S. Justice
Department,

The CAB itself, in its order instituting the
Competitive Marketing Investigation, recog-
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nized the importance of antitrust immunity,
and wrote:

“Without immunity * * * it is likely that
neither the IATA (International Air Trans-
port Association) nor the ATC (Air Trans-
port Conference) conference systems could
have been developed.”

In the course of the Congressional debate,
as they did during the CAB's debate on this
issue, the few opponents of the present
system have publicly attempted to down-
play the importance of the antitrust aspects
of the Conference agreements.

But, for the airline members of the Con-
ference, antitrust litigation would spell con-
tinued, deep financial hardship, especially
during these times when the airlines are not
in strong financial condition.

For the travel agencies, antitrust litiga-
tion could spell bankruptcy, especially since
most of them are only small businesses, and
many are barely able to meet their day to
day expenses, let alone the cost of pro-
longed and expensive antitrust law suits.

And for everyone else who, at this time,
thinks the way to attain a more rewarding
financial relationship with the airlines is by
stripping the Conference of its antitrust im-
munity, that kind of litigation can only spell
higher cost air travel and a higher cost of
doing business.

Mr. Chairman, the antitrust aspects of
this legislation go far beyond simply the
working relationships of the airlines with
one another and the travel agents with the
airlines.

The antitrust aspects of this issue go to
the heart of the consumers’ ability to have a
meaningful choice and the consumers' abili-
ty to shop with confidence in the travel
marketingplace.

The antitrust aspect of this issue effect all
forms of accommodation in the travel and
tourism industry, and they effect the mil-
lions of persons who not only consume, but
who are employed throughout the industry.

That is why, almost without exception,
people who understand the agency-carrier
system believe it should remain intact.

The system relies heavily on collective
agreements, on common rules and stand-
ards. But without immunity, these agree-
ments and standards are strongly disfavored
by the federal antitrust courts. Therefore,
the system must receive antitrust immunity
if it is to continue.

A final point, Mr. Chairman, from a for-
eign relations perspective. The State De-
partment advised the CAB that without
antitrust immunity, foreign governments
which participate in bilateral agreements
for the marketing of air travel would consid-
er those agreements as empty gestures, tan-
tamount to disapproval.

At at time when international tensions are
so high, and our balance of payments is so
distorted, it seems to me we ought to be
doing more to encourage international
travel ... the understandings and com-
merce it generates . . . rather than discour-
aging it. The Air Travelers Security Act
would help achieve that goal.

In the end, Mr. Chairman, it is the con-
sumer who has the most at stake here.

The choices for Congress, it seems to me,
are quite clear. :

Is it the will of Congress to allow the
present, highly competitive, extremely
adaptable, totally consumer oriented travel
marketing system to continue—protected as
it must be by antitrust immunity to insure
that when a consumer chooses to use a
travel agent that agent is indeed a bonafide
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representative for all travel accommoda-
tions?

Or is it the will of Congress to destroy the
present, highly competitive, extremely
adaptable, totally consumer oriented travel
marketing system . . . subjecting the con-
sumer to unnecessary risk, fraud, chaos, and
inconvenience; subjecting member firms of
the travel industry to unnecessary and arbi-
trary litigation and the inherent costs in-
volved?

Mr. Chairman, there is an old adage: “If it
ain't broke, don’t fix it.”

The present system certainly is not
broken. It serves the public interest effi-
ciently and effectively while promoting un-
limited competition.

If Congress accepts the CAB's fix, neither
the public’s interest, nor the interests of the
very éew who oppose our legislation will be
served.

I urge support of the Air Travelers Securi-
ty Act of 1983.@

REHABILITATION AMENDMENTS
OF 1984

® Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. President, I
would like to add support to S. 1340,
the Rehabilitation Amendments of
1983. I commend my distinguished col-
leagues, Senator WEICKER and Senator
RANDOLPH, on their leadership in de-
veloping this legislation and their
commitment to handicapped individ-
uals of this Nation.

The vocational rehabilitation pro-
gram has been in effect for 63 years,
providing restorative services to handi-
capped individuals as well as job train-
ing and placement. The focus of the
rehabilitation State grant program is
to train disabled people so that they
are able to enter the job market.

According to the Rehabilitation
Services Administration, persons reha-
bilitated in fiscal year 1980 are expect-
ed to pay to Federal, State, and local
governments an estimated $211.5 mil-
lion more in income, payroll, and sales
taxes than they would have paid had
they not been rehabilitated. In addi-
tion, another $68.9 million will be
saved as a result of decreased depend-
ency on public support payments and
institutional care. The estimated total
first year benefit to Federal, State,
and local government will be $280.4
million. The vocational rehabilitation
program is cost effective.

Mr. President, three issues need to
be highlighted.

REPORTS

Currently, the Rehabilitation Serv-
ices Administration is required to
submit to Congress an annual report
which includes data on services and ac-
tivities provided to their clients. Due
to the reduction in paper work order,
there has been a lack of available data.
Senate Bill 1340 specifies the type of
data RSA is to collect and include in
its annual report. Under the amend-
ments, the Rehabilitation Services Ad-
ministration is mandated to include
demographic data on clients; costs and
types of services provided, and the
earnings of a client when they become
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employed. This information is neces-
sary for Congress to properly assess
the rehabilitation program.

EVALUATION

Besides the State grant program, the
rehabilitation act authorizes several
discretionary programs, including the
projects with industry and independ-
ent living programs. The Congress is
interested in the performance of this
program which it has authorized.
Therefore, under the amendments,
RSA is required to develop standards
for evaluating these programs author-
ized by the Rehabilitation Act.

INDEPENDENT LIVING

In the 1978 amendments to the Re-
habilitation Act, Congress established
the independent living program to
serve severely handicapped individ-
uals. Since that time, over 154 inde-
pendent living centers have been es-
tablished across the country. The serv-
ices most frequently offered by the
programs are: Information and refer-
ral; personal care attendant programs;
peer counseling; housing assistance;
transportation assistance; independent
living skills, and advocacy services.
These services give severely handi-
capped individuals an opportunity to
live as independently as possible. The
staff of these centers is primarily com-
prised of disabled individuals. The
Vermont Center for Independent
Living was established in August of
1980. In Vermont, the center has
served 248 individuals in their peer ad-
vocacy counseling program, while the
information and referral program re-
sponded to 1,319 contacts last year.

This legislation increases the au-
thorization for this program, and pro-
vides for an evaluation of the pro-
gram.e

® Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, it is
required by paragraph 4 of rule 35
that 1 place in the CONGRESSIONAL
Recorp this notice of a Senate em-
ployee who proposes to participate in
a program, the principal objective of
which is educational, sponsored by a
foreign government or a foreign edu-
cational or charitable organization in-
volving travel to a foreign country
paid for by that foreign government or
organization.

The Select Committee has received a
request for a determination under rule
35 which would permit Ms. Kathy
Stoner of the staff of Senator JEssE
Herms, to participate in a program
sponsored by Tunghai University, in
Taipei, Taiwan, from August 9-17,
1983.

The commitiee has determined that
participation by Ms. Stoner in the pro-
gram in Taiwan, at the expense of
Tunghai University, to discuss United
States-Taiwan relations, is in the in-
terest of the Senate and the United
States.@
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MAMMOTH SITE A NATIONAL
TREASURE

o Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, it is
with great pride that I rise today to
talk about one of the most important
archaeological discoveries in North
America. I am referring to the Mam-
moth Site of Hot Springs, S. Dak.,
which was discovered in 1974. The
Mammoth Site is a historical gold
mine which contains the remains of
some 100 giant mammoths, and count-
less other prehistoric animals. The re-
mains date back over 26,000 years
before the time Christ walked the
Earth. It contains possibly the largest
concentration of these ancient animals
to be found in North America. In rec-
ognition of the Mammoth Site's im-
portance, the U.S. Department of the
Interior designated it as a national
natural landmark in 1980.

This treasure of scientific knowledge
will provide us with a unique insight
into the history and evolution of this
wonderful and fascinating planet we
call Earth. I am extremely proud that
we have this vitally important find in
my home State of South Dakota. I
also take great pride in the way the
local community of Hot Springs, S.
Dak., and the entire State have react-
ed to and cared for this invaluable his-
torical laboratory.

In the spirit of volunteerism and
dedication to learning for which South
Dakota is so famous, a nonprofit orga-
nization—the Mammoth Site of Hot
Springs, S. Dak., Inc.—was created to
preserve and develop the site. Hun-
dreds of thousands of dollars of local
money have been raised for the bene-
fit of the entire scientific world. We
are now in the process of fighting for
a Federal grant to help defray some of
the costs of this project. We are work-
ing to build a protective shelter for
the site, a museum and visitors center
to educate visitors, a laboratory, and
other necessary facilities.

In addition to its great scientific and
educational value, the Mammoth Site
holds great potential for the economic
well-being of Hot Springs and the
entire State. It will bring more tour-
ists, educators, scientists and other in-
terested parties into the State. It will
stimulate businesses and provide jobs
for many unemployed South Dako-
tans

In the past 2 years, 50,000 visitors
have toured the site, despite its limited
facilities. With increased development,
those numbers will quickly mushroom.
As chairman of the Senate Subcom-
mittee on Business, Trade and Tour-
ism, I know well what an important
site like this means to the State's
economy.

I strongly urge my colleagues to join
me in support of this great treasure. I
am very proud that we in South
Dakota have been entrusted with its
care, and will do every thing possible
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to see that it receives proper recogni-
tion as one of the greatest discoveries
of our century.

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION
136—VOLUNTEER FIREMEN
RECOGNITION DAY

® Mr. D’AMATO. Mr. President, I rise
today to cosponsor Senate Joint Reso-
lution 136, to help recognize the excel-
lent job performance of the volunteer
firemen of this country. Being a volun-
teer fireman myself, I well know the
sacrifice that all these men and
women must endure. These unsung
heroes risk their lives every time they
respond to a call.

Over 80 percent of the firefighters in
the United States are volunteers. They
protect a large percentage of the rural
towns in the United States; 337 volun-
teer firefighters have lost their lives in
the line of duty during the last 5
years, with 68 such deaths in 1982
alone. Their job is becoming increas-
ingly more dangerous and difficult.
Towns are rapidly expanding in size,
and fire departments are forced to
cover ever larger areas without in-
creases in funds or manpower. Sadly,
the firemen in America face one of the
highest fire death tolls in the world.

Mr. President, it is for this reason
that we must all respect and admire
the hard work of the U.S. volunteer
fireman. I wholeheartedly support
“Volunteer Fireman Recognition Day”
and I urge guick action by the Senate
to pass this joint resolution.

TRIBUTE TO THOMAS
D’ALESANDRO, JR.

@ Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, the
people of Baltimore have been well
served indeed by one of the most re-
markable public servants it has ever
been my privilege to call my friend,
Thomas D’Alesandro, Jr.

The son of immigrant parents from
central Italy and one of 14 brothers
and sisters raised in Baltimore’s Little
Italy, “Big Tommy"” as he is respect-
fully known, was elected to the Mary-
land House of Delegates in 1926,
served in the Baltimore City Counecil
from 1935 to 1938, followed by five
terms in the House of Representatives,
where he was chairman of the District
of Columbia Committee, and then
three terms as mayor of Baltimore
from 1947 to 1959. On the eve of his
80th birthday this week, Tommy
D’Alesandro lives in Little Italy, near
St. Leo’s Church where he was educat-
ed. This remarkable man, who has
worked with and advised Presidents
Roosevelt, Truman, Kennedy, and
Carter, as well as a host of Senators,
Governors, and Congressmen, remains
:iri enthusiastic leader of our commu-

¥.

His outstanding record of public
service and leadership has inspired
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many to emulate and follow his exam-
ple. Members of his own family have
followed in his distinguished footsteps.
“Young Tommy" D’Alesandro III also
served as mayor of Baltimore with dis-
tinction and remains active in law
practice, and daughter Nancy D'Ale-
sandro Pelosi is a leader in the Demo-
cratic Party in California.

Mr. President, this unigque and re-
spected public servant will celebrate
his 80th birthday this week. I ask that
excerpts from a recent biography of
“Big Tommy" D’'Alesandro be printed
in the REcorp at this point.

The material follows:

[From the Baltimore Magazine, July 19821
THOMAS D'ALESANDRO, JR.
(By Robert Douglas)

One August morning in 1979 President
Carter boarded an Amtrak Metroliner and
came to town, the lastest track in his whis-
tle-stop tours. He visited East Baltimore,
proffered advice on energy, and spoke at the
national convention of the Sons of Italy at
the newly opened Convention Center.

Around noon the president’'s motorcade
pulled into South High Street in Little
Italy, the compact neighborhood of row
houses and restaurants on the eastern edge
of the Inner Harbor. But Carter had a visit
to make before lunch at Chiapparelli's. He
and his wife, Rosalynn, stepped into the
crowd and walked around the corner to Al-
bemarle Street. It was a route most local po-
liticans had taken, but few members of the
presidential press corps knew where it led.

“Where's he going?" shouted one national
correspondent.

“To Tommy D'Alesandro’s home,” a
member of the crowd replied.

“Whose home?” said the correspondent,
flipping open his notebook.

Carter was following in the footsteps of
virtually every major Democratic politician
who had visited Baltimore during the past
forty years. Thomas D’Alesandro Jr.—"Mr.
Democrat” to local party members, “Dad"”
to another former Baltimore mayor, and
just plain “Tommy" to several presidents—
was the mentor to see. And there in the
home at 245 Albemarle Street, beneath
framed pictures of D’Alesandro and Roose-
velt, D'Alesandro and Truman, and D’Ale-
sandro and Kennedy, Carter posed for his
addition to that lineup.

Then Carter and D'Alesandro and their
entourages walked the thirty yards to
Chiapparelii's and a chicken cacciatore
lunch with other prominent Democrats
(among them Senator Paul Sarbanes, Mayor
William Donald Schaefer, then-Attorney
General designate Benjamin Civiletti, City
Councilman Dominic “Mimi" DiPietro, Gov-
ernor Harry Hughes, and Senator Charles
McC. Mathias)..

But high-powered politics apparently were
not what Carter wanted to hear that day.
Before the white wine had been sipped, the
conversation shifted to tales of rough ward
politics and the brutally honest observa-
tions permitted an older man—one who
began his campaigning known as a “god-
damn dago.” Tommy D’Alesandro held
center stage with his salty political yarns.
Jimmy and Rosalynn Carter listened en-
tranced.

In an age of media consultants, campaign
polls, and voter profile analyses, Tommy
D’'Alesandro is an expert on basic politics.

His own political career spanned thirty-
three years, beginning in 1926 when he was
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elected to the House of Delegates. He served
on the City Council from 1935 to 1938, thén
in the House of Representatives for a
decade (where, as chairman of the District
of Columbia Committee, which then ran the
District, he became known as the “mayor of
Washington'). He was mayor of Baltimore
from 1947 to 1959.

But after the series of victories came two
losses. Republican J. Glenn Beall beat him
by seven thousand votes for a U.S. Senate
seat in 1958. The second, and perhaps more
painful, loss came the next year to J. Harold
Grady in the Democratic primary for mayor
of Baltimore, Grady arguing in his cam-
paign that D’Alesandro had been in office
too long.

At 78 D'Alesandro has been retired from
active politics for almost two decades, but
his sharp political eye has not dulled at all.
And the national and local politicians
(Harry Hughes, up for renomination, is
among them) who come to share a meal and
the stories at Chiapparelli’s come because
“Old Tommy' bridges two political and
social eras.

The mayoral era of Old Tommy (so called
to distinguish him from his son, Thomas III,
who served as mayor beginning in 1967) was
the start of a new Baltimore, a planning and
building campaign geared to give the city
the status he describes simply as “major
league.” D'Alesandro also is a man born and
reared during the heyday of political ma-
chines. That makes Old Tommy—and only
0Old Tommy—the son of old Baltimore and
the father of the new. In him many find
where Baltimore started or where it's going.

But in the Baltimore of 1882 D’Alesandro
finds a lot he does not understand. During
four hours of interviews in his home—part
shrine, and part museum—D'Alesandro
touches upon the issues of today and of sim-
pler times.

For example, his was an era when, as he
told Time magazine in 1955, keeping the
streets blacktopped helped big-city mayors
pave their way to victory at the polls. D’Ale-
sandro still regards the “inch-inch"” method
of paving as one of his greatest achieve-
ments as mayor. By that method road crews
covered streets with a thin coating of as-
phalt rather than digging up the entire sur-
face. Repairs were finished in a few days
without greatly disrupting travel or busi-
ness.

D’Alesandro says he's told Mayor Schae-
fer he can’t understand the current state of
the city’'s roadways. “There're a lot of axles
being broken now. I told the mayor, ‘I
thought Rome was the Holy City when I
became mayor, until I found out Baltimore
was the Holey City. It's full of potholes.
Now, you better get a loan through and
start fixing these streets. That's the only
thing you'll have to do, and you'll walk in.
These streets are bad." "

He admits to amazement at Schaefer's
success during an era of higher taxes and
fewer municipal services. “I don’'t under-
stand. When I was mayor, we had a million
and some people. The population made us
the sixth largest city in the country. Today,
it's dropped to eighth or almost ninth, The
population has decreased, but taxes went up
and more people are working for the city
government. I don't understand it.

“Yet the government and mayor go on. I
had an average [property] tax rate over ten
years of $2.98 [per $100 of assessed value).
He's got one of $6 [actually, $5.97]. He gets
reelected; they love him. Just like “You beat
me, daddy. I love it. Beat me again!" "
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Although DAlesandro professes not to
understand the success of Schaefer, there
are many parallels between the two. Both
worked hard to improve the city's image.
Both gained national reputations through
their achievements and their ability to gen-
erate positive publicity (and both shared a
talent for hamming it up in front of press
photographers). Both have stayed in their
boyhood neighborhoods.

But, says D’Alesandro, his duties as a
family man added pressures today's bache-
lor mayor never has had to face. “The dif-
ference between me and Schaefer? I had a
gang of kids. I had to send them to college
and school and all. He has nobody but his
mother and a cat, and I don’t think the cat
even hollers meow."”

Although his children have presented
public relations problems, D’Alesandro says
they also were an asset in the early years.
“When I was running for Congress, my wife
and them made a song. My opponent was
walking down the boardwalk at Ocean City,
and my kids had a sign and a song.” D'Ale-
sandro places both hands atop his cane and
taps out march time on the floor as he
sings, to the tune of “The Notre Dame
Fight Song™:

Cheer, cheer for Tommy D'A,
He is the winner of every fray.
Cast your vote for Tommy D'A,
The defender of the USA.

Unlike politicians today D’Alesandro has
not moved from his roots. He still lives in
the small row house near the main corner of
Little Italy—the one with Chiapparelli’s, Sa-
batino’s, Capriccio, and Trattoria Petruceci
restaurants on the four corners. It is “sacra-
mental ground,” he says, just three blocks
from President Street, where he was born in
August 1903.

And unlike most former politicians nowa-
days, he is not eager to tell all; he is not
searching for a ghostwriter to expose his
true story as a best-seller. During interviews
D’Alesandro appears content to keep any se-
crets he has, fending off questions about
past political bosses with a quick retort:
“I'm still around. They're not around.”

He shows signs of age. He walks cautiously
with the help of a cane, complains about
the medicine he has to take at prescribed
times, worries aloud about eating on the
proper schedule. “I feel a little weak,” he
admits. “I lost some weight, but I'm getting
along nice."”

Nice enough to keep what amounts to a
campaign pace. “I get out. Saturday night
I'm going to the Italian American Charities
banquet. I was one of the original organizers
of it, Sunday I'm going to St. Leo's party. I
go to different places. On the ninth I'm
going to go to Italian American Charities
[for its monthly meetingl. I went to the
races one day, got tired, and had to stay and
sit down. I won't go to the Preakness be-
cause it's too crowded, and everybody wants
to talk and hello and then you'r Joed out
and no good. If you get a winner, that
helps.”

The dapper style that impressed photog-
raphers has not gone. He still wears smart-
looking suits. He is reluctant, though, to
pose for photographers now because he lost
nearly thirty pounds while hospitalized
briefly this spring. (He checked in for treat-
ment of a bleeding ulcer, a bladder infec-
tion, and diabetes—all miseries of aging.)

The first floor of the row house where he,
his wife, and two of their sons live still looks
as though it were designed to receive large
groups. The first-floor dining and living
rooms are unusually spacious. Along one
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wall is an antique cabinet displaying many
of the gifts the couple received four years
ago for their fiftieth wedding anniversary.
Nearby, along the wall of the stairs leading
to the second floor, are the pictures that
mean the most: D'Alesandro and presidents,
D’Alesandro and the local politicians of the
past, D'Alesandro and the famous. With
little effort he remembers all the names.

The drawers of several tables and desks
are filled with mementos. From this collec-
tion he pulls out a large brochure. He opens
it, exposing dozens of color pictures showing
the projects either started or completed
during the first ten years he was mayor.
The pictures are the baby photos of Balti-
more today. There are views of Friendship
Airport (now Baltimore-Washington Inter-
national) with a crowd gathered around a
bulky prop plane, Memorial Stadium, Liber-
ty Dam, the Ashburton filtration plant, the
new Lexington Market, the Jones Falls Ex-
pressway, the City Hospitals infirmary
building, and a score of other, now familiar,
buildings.

D'Alesandro discusses his other success-
es—the building of the Civic Center, the
fluoridation of the drinking water, the in-
stallation of 16,500 electric street lamps to
replace the ancient gas ones, the $2.88 prop-
erty tax rate. “Fifty years of progress in a
decade,” D’'Alesandro says as he folds the
brochure, closing in his hands a time
when—as the brochure boasts—small-town
Baltimore became major league.

It was a time of great planning and ex-
traordinary cooperation between City Hall
and business leaders, who founded the
Greater Baltimore Committee. The GBC's
formation stemmed from an insult. “I went
to Pittsburgh one time and saw the work
that Mellon did,” D’Alesandro recalls. “And
they had me down to the Baltimore Associa-
tion of Commerce one day to speak, and I
told them the difference between Baltimore
and Pittsburgh is that they have Andy
Mellon in Pittsburgh, and we got watermel-
on for business leaders here. That started
the GBC to go to town.”

That inauspicious event may not have
been the actual birth of Baltimore's renew-
al, but there is no doubt that major changes
began in the next few years. The Inner
Harbor was transformed from a decaying
backwater to a waterfront park, clearing the
way for later development. More important,
after D'Alesandro’s speech to business lead-
ers, work began on Charles Center, the first
new portion of glass-and-concrete Balti-
more.

In 1952, the mayor helped form a syndi-
cate of local buyers for a professional foot-
ball franchise. Later, when the Colts were
struggling, he stepped in to save the team.
“I sent out twenty telegrams to twenty
people to come to my office and asked for
$20,000 apiece. ... Nineteen showed up.
One didn't, but he called me up and he
pledged the other $10,000 to $20,000. I know
they wouldn't do that today.”

For two years D’Alesandro cajoled major-
league baseball owners, trying to convince
them to bring a franchise to sports-hungry
Baltimore. He succeeded when the St. Louis
Browns moved to Baltimore in 1954 and
became the Orioles. (A tidbit from those
days: Richard Nixon threw out the ball at
the Orioles' opening day in 1954 when
D'Alesandro was in the hospital.) The man
who brought baseball to Baltimore says he
is not afraid that Washington superlawyer
Edward Bennett Williams, the team's
present owner, may be the man to take
them away.
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But current Colts owner Robert Irsay,
who periodically threatens to move the
team, is a horse of a different color, D'Ale-
sandro says. “You know what I would do?
I'd give him a one-way ticket to Alabama
and tell him to get the hell out. One day
he’s one way; the next day he's another
way. I really don't understand the man.”

A product of rugged East Baltimore ma-
chine politics, in which absolute loyalty
always reaped rewards, D'Alesandro is disil-
lusioned with today’s breed of politician. “I
don't want to say some of them are liars,
but in the olden days your word was your
bond. . . . They just sometimes say they're
for you, and they're half-hearted for you
and they're half for somebody else.. ..
They take a chance on two horses in the
race, and one of them has to come in first.”

The hedging on bets may reflect changed
political realities. “Anybody’'s got a chance
today. It ain't like it used to be in the old
days when I could go down in my cellar and
name a ticket and the whole ticket would
win. Today, political clubs are has-beens.
The radio and television and newspapers,
civic leagues, and community associations
have taken their place.”

In the “old days"” when D'Alesandro
began campaigning at age 21, political ma-
chines ruled the city. Power was divided
among political camps, which retained their
ascendacy through simple and direct back-
scratching—helping those who had helped
bring in the votes (see box, page 58). Loyal-
ty was the most important attribute anyone
brought to politics. At 23, when he became
the youngest member of the Maryland
House of Delegates, D’Alesandro aligned
himself with the machine of political boss
Willie Curran and then-mayor Howard
Jackson.

When he became mayor twenty-one years
later, D’Alesandro didn’'t forget the nuts
and bolts of machine politics. “I'd come
home with a pocketful of favors: Get me a
job, get this, get that done. . . . Sometimes I
would walk out of the house, and there was
a line of people wanting to go to work. I'd
put them in the limousine and drive them
uptown and try to get them a job with the

They'd be loyal to you, most of
them working in the campaign and voting.”

Throughout D’Alesandro’s twelve years as
mayor, it was rumored that James “Jack”
Pollack, Northwest Baltimore's machine
boss, had a direct line to City Hall for pa-
tronage in return for his support. However,
D’Alesandro insists the late Pollack “never
took a nickel.”

(In 1959 J. Harold Grady, a fast-rising
former FBI agent who had tied his political
campaign to fund-raiser Irvin Kovens, beat
D’Alesandro in the Democratic mayoral pri-
mary. Below the surface lurked the issue of
D’Alesandro’s friendship with Pollack.)

By 1967, when D’Alesandro actively cam-
paigned for his son to become mayor, he
had found a vastly different world. And
when “Young Tommy"” was elected, the new
mayor inherited a city tense with racial ani-
mosity. The riots following the 1968 assassi-
nation of Rev. Martin Luther King, Jr.,
Dr’Alesandro remembers, put out the politi-
cal fires in his son.

“My son was a great mayor; then they had
the riot. I think it took the heart out of
him. I think he went through it all right,
but it took the heart out of him. He wanted
to get out, and I said, ‘Don’t do that, and
don't say you want to. You'll be a lame-duck
mayor. Nobody'll pay any attention to you.'
He said ‘I don't care, I want to get the hell
out.'” His son, now a private lawyer, indeed
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did not seek reelection in 1971. D’'Alesandro
denies any regret over his son's decision, but
adds that Young Tommy still could have
been mayor today. “He was off to a good

start.

D’Alesandro does blame the animosity of
some city blacks for Young Tommy's move.
“They were threatening his life, his kids’
life, they were behind the trees at his house,
and all that kind of stuff. And there was no
call for it. Tommy was good for the minori-
ties.” Racial politics still are a powerful
force in the city, he says, adding that the
root of the city's economic and social prob-
lems today started with the 1968 riots. He
refuses, though, to answer any questions on
the matter.

For D'Alesandro much about today’s reali-
ties are unsettling. “The nation is lopsided. I
don’t know what they are doing. The state's
trying, the city's trying, and the federal gov-
ernment has cut them off.” And now the
nation has a president who acts as if he
doesn’'t even want to be president, he says.
“I doubt he [Reagan] even wants it, because
I think he’s fed up already . . . getting shot.
He's trying. I like his smile and his waving.
He acts like he’s on the way to Mandalay.”

Matters are just as topsy-turvy in the city,
he says. “I built them [schools], and he's
closing them,” he says of Schaefer. “They
tell me the teachers can't read and write, so
I don't know what the pupils are going to
do. ... They want to be doctors without
going to school, lawyers without going to
law school.”

The city buses, he says, are just as bad. “I
never ride them. I got on once, but I'll never
get on again. You have to fight your way in
and your way out.” Asked what he thinks of
the subway, he says, “Well, about all we can
do is think. It's been taking a hell of a time.
. +. Where it starts or where it ends or
where it's going to stop I don't know.”

His assessments of local politicians are
just as blunt. Hughes looks “like he's
ahead” in his face for a second term, and
“he's becoming a leader,” D'Alesandro says.
Republican gubernational candidate Robert
Pascal is in trouble “because he has Ronald
Reagan for president. If Reagan were
strong, he'd be a strong candidate for gover-
nor. But the weaker Reagan gets, the
weaker Pascal gets.” And state Senator
Harry McGuirk, also a candidate for gover-
nor, has “no chance at all.”

D'Alesandro says he can't understand why
City Council President Walter Orlinsky was
indicted for allegedly accepting kickbacks
on sludge-dumping contracts. “He's only got
one vote in the City Council and only one
vote on the Board of Estimates. How he can
do anything for anybody I don't know.” He
dismisses City Comptroller and self-styled
poet Hyman Pressman as a good “yodeler.”

Still, D'Alesandor may have saved his
most candid assessment for himself: ‘I hope
you get the story printed in time for me to
read it.”

For him there is time now to enjoy his
friends and family. All his sons are healthy
and employed, several in the city court-
house, a once-popular haven for patronage
jobs. His daughter, Nancy, is a Californian
on the National Democratic Committee. His
wife is able to move around with little diffi-
culty now after her hip replacement oper-
ation.

His main source of excitement is gam-
bling—handicapping horses and putting his
well-known address to another use he likes
to play 245, his house number, in the Mary-
land State Lottery. He interrupts one inter-
view to ask, “What time is it?” It is T7:30
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p.m., time for the lottery’s daily drawing.
fle rushes to the TV, only to discover he has
ost.

At the end of the interview he invites me
to Chiapparelli's to sit below the second-
floor dining room where he so richly enter-
tained Jimmy and Rosalynn Carter. “When
you are in Little Italy,” he says, ‘‘you are
my guest.”

As soon as we enter the dining room, Old
Tommy disappears down the side aisle and
into the kitchen, walking carefully with his
cane. He wants to see who is cooking this
night. If it is someone he does not trust, he
says, we will go elsewhere.

He returns, satisfied, and tells me the spa-
ghetti with clam sauce looks good. We both
order it, and when dinner arrives, I discover
his portion is half again as big as mine.

“MR. Prez, IFr THE Boys CouLp ONLY SeE Us
Now": D'ALESANDRO WITH ROOSEVELT AND
KENNEDY

Tommy D’Alesandro, an honors graduate
of the pragmatic school of politics, always
said that loyalty should be repaid by those
in power. This code applied to him when he
was in office, and he expected it of those
above him—even two of the most powerful
presidents of the twentieth century.

As a U.S. representative, D’Alesandro re-
members, -he supported Franklin Delano
Roosevelt's New Deal policies, but found an-
other Maryland politician at the head of
the line when federal appointments were
being handed out.

“I got mad one day. I was always support-
ing Roosevelt, and [Senator Millard] Tyd-
ings was getting all the patronage. So I
wrote him a letter and said, ‘Mr. President,
we believe in you and support you and your
philosophy, but have received a political
smack in the face when the distribution of
political patronage comes around. Senator
Tydings vilifies you and always votes
against you and gets all the patronage.’"”

D’Alesandro fired off the letter and got
back to work on congressional matters. One
bit of extracurricular horseplay involved a
joke he and several colleagues were playing
on a New York representative, Arthur
Klein, who was awaiting word on whether
he had been appointed a federal judge.
D’Alesandro and friends invented bogus
messages from Jim Rowan, then an impor-
tant White House staffer, to keep the anx-
fous Klein jumping. But the trick almost
backfired on D' Alesandro.

“Later on I'm sitting in my [House of Rep-
resentatives] seat, and a page comes up to
me and says, ‘Mr. D’Alesandro, the White
House is calling.' I thought somebody was
pulling a Darby [joke] on me and said, ‘You
take this message to the president. Tell him
if he wants to talk to me to come to Little
Italy. I'll talk to him, but not unless he
comes down there.’

“So when I got back to my office, the sec-
retary said, ‘Did you get the call from the
White House?' I said, ‘What?' and she said,
‘Mr. Rowan called, the president wants to
see you.'

“So I called Jim Rowan, and he's laugh-
ing. He said the president got a kick out of
it. So I got an appointment the next day,
and I got into the White House. I remember
he had a beautiful suit on. I said, ‘That’s a
nice suit, Mr. President.’” So he put his hand
in his pocket and got his silver cigarette
case out and gave me a cigarette, then he
took one. He got a lighter to light mine, and
I said, ‘No, after you, Chief.’ I could see the
flittaer in his eye. He's smiling, and I'm smil-
ng.
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“So what do you think slipped out of my
mouth? I said, ‘Mr. Prez, if the boys could
only see us now.”” They did. Roosevelt had
a picture taken of the meeting, and D'Ale-
sandro used it in his next congressional
campaign. More to the point, Roosevelt also
handed D’Alesandro several patronage jobs
that day.

Back-scratching was an art that cemented
relationships with many powerful politi-
cans, even with the Democratic Party's pro-
gressive new leader for the '60s, John Ken-
nedy. While running for president in 1960,
Kennedy contacted D'Alesandro in Ocean
City, where he was vacationing.

For D'Alesandro, who was out of office, it
was a chance to renew his political activity.
His spectacular string of elective victories
had been broken by two successive losses,
but Kennedy still wanted D’Alesandro's
help.

Kennedy, he says, “came down to Ocean
City to see if I'd campaign for him. I said
OK and let it go. “Two days later he called
and said, “‘When are you coming up?' I said,
‘After the season.” He said, ‘Noooooo, I want
you to come up now.” So I went up the next

y.

D’Alesandro set up a meeting between
Kennedy and state Democratic leaders and
also accompanied the candidate on several
speaking engagements in the Baltimore
area. After the election local newspapers re-
ported that D’'Alesandro was in line for an
appointment with the Kennedy administra-
tion. But D’'Alesandro says he was waiting
impatiently for confirmation from Washing-
ton

“l started getting endorsements, and
nothing was happening. So I sent a tele-
gram to the president. I got it upstairs, It's a
beautiful, long telegram. I said, ‘You men-
tioned my name, got me out on a limb, and
you left me there. What are you going to do
about it?” And then I got a call. I was at a
banquet at the Belvedere, and I got a call to
come.”

D’Alesandro says he went to the White
House the next day, and during his inter-
view Kennedy suddenly walked into the
room, put his arm around him, and said,
“Hello, Tomatso.” “And I said, ‘Hello,
Johnny.' I was kidding him and he laughed
and that was it.” D'Alesandro received an
appointment to the powerful renegotiation
board, an independent government agency
that settles cost overrun disputes on federal
contracts. He served from 1961 to 1969.@

ORDER OF PROCEDURE

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, there is
a little bit of wrap-up to do tonight,
matters we can dispose of, I believe, by
unanimous consent.

Before I do that, however, I should
make an announcement, I suppose. I
talked to the distinguished minority
leader of the House of Representatives
a few minutes ago to get from him an
estimate as to when we might have
the supplemental appropriations con-
ference report from the House. It was
his best estimate that we are not likely
to have that over here until after 3
p.m. in the afternoon.

Senators should not be under any
misapprehension that that means we
do not have to stay and deal with it to-
morrow afternoon. We have very seri-
ous problems if we do not have that
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bill on the President’s desk before
next Monday. Senators should know
that we will continue to debate the
Radio Marti, but as soon as we receive
the conference report on the supple-
fuental appropriations bill we will take
t up.

As I said, I do not expect that con-
ference report now before 3 p.m. in
the afternoon. That means we will be
in until 5 or 6 p.m. tomorrow in order
to complete action on that measure.

ORDER FOR THE RECOGNITION
OF CERTAIN SENATORS ON
TOMORROW

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I am ad-
vised that there are requests for spe-
cial orders for tomorrow. I ask unani-
mous consent that on tomorrow, after
the recognition of the two leaders
under the standing order, three Sena-
tors be recognized on special orders of
not to exceed 15 minutes each as fol-
lows: Senators RiIeEcLE, BYrD, and
WiLson, in that order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, will the
majority leader yield?

Mr. BAKER. Yes.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that my time
under the order just entered by the
majority leader be given to Mr.
RIEGLE.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

THE CALENDAR

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, there is
one item on the Calendar of Business
for today that has been cleared on this
side for action at this time by unani-
mous consent. I inquire of the minori-
ty leader if he is prepared to consider
at this moment Senate Concurrent
Resolution 58, Calendar Order No.
318?

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, this side
had cleared that item for action.

Mr. BAKER. I thank the minority
leader.

CORRECTIONS IN ENROLLMENT
OF 8. 272

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask
that the Chair lay before the Senate
Senate Concurrent Resolution 58.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

A concurrent resolution (S. Con. Res. 58)
correcting the enrollment of S. 272.

The concurrent resolution (S. Con.
Res. 58) was considered and agreed to,
as follows:

8. Con. Res. 318

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep-
resentalives concurring), That in the enroll-
ment of the bill (S. 272) to improve small
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business access to Federal procurement in-
formation, and for other purposes, the Sec-
retary of the Senate is hereby authorized
and directed, in the enrollment of said bill,
to make the following corrections, namely,
strike the matter relating to subparagraph
(D) of section 8(eX1) of the Small Business
Act in its entirety and insert in lieu thereof
“(D) the procurement is made from another
Government department or agency, or a
mandatory source of supply;”; in the matter
relating to section 8(eX1XG) of such Act
strike out “from an educational institution",;
in the matter relating to section (8)XeX4) of
such Act after the phrase “or section 9 of
this Act” insert “or unless a Federal depart-
ment's need for the property, supplies, or
services is of such unusual and compelling
urgency that the Government would be seri-
ously injured if the provisions of this para-
graph were complied with”; in the matter
relating to section B(e)4) of such Act after
the phrase “for the award of a sole source
contract” insert “or a contract that results
from an unsolicited proposal”; and in the
matter relating to section 8(eX4)B) of such
Act strike out “sole source”, and in the
matter relating to section B(eX4) of such
Act add at the end thereof the following:
“Annually, each department shall report to
the Congress on each negotiation above the
stated amount if the head of the procuring
activity or his deputy did not approve the
authority to enter into such contract.”.

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote by which the
concurrent resolution was agreed to.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I move to
lay that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

ORDER FOR STAR PRINT

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Report of
the Committee on the Judiciary to ac-
company S. 52 (No. 98-190) be star
printed to reflect the change which I
send to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

PROGRAM

Mr. BAEKER. Mr. President, that
concludes the items in my folder for
unanimous consent at this time. To-
morrow, the Senate will convene at 10
a.m. After the recognition of the two
leaders under the standing order, spe-
cial orders totaling 45 minutes will be
available for Senators as previously or-
dered. After the discussion of the spe-
cial orders, a time for the transaction
of routine morning business will be
provided for.

At the expiration of the time for the
transaction of routine morning busi-
ness, the Senate will resume the con-
sideration of the unfinished business,
which will be the motion to proceed to
consideration of the Radio Marti bill.

It is anticipated that, during the
day, the Senate will receive from the
House of Representatives the confer-
ence report on the supplemental ap-
propriations bill. As and when that
occurs, it is the intention of the lead-
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ership on this side to ask the Senate to
turn to the consideration of that con-
ference report.

It is anticipated that the Senate will
be in session for a full day tomorrow, I
would now estimate about 5 or 6 p.m.,
perhaps even later.

Mr. President, I have nothing fur-
ther to place before the Senate. I in-
quire of the minority leader if there is
anything he wishes to address at this
time.

THE ATTORNEY GENERAL'S RE-
MARKS CONCERNING THE
PRESIDENT'S STATEMENT BE-
FORE THE ILA

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I thank
the majority leader. I will take advan-
tage of the opportunity to speak a few
words.

On the UPI wire, Washington, I find
the following:

Attorney General William French Smith
sald Thursday if groups are to be con-
demned by the White House for the crimi-
nal activities of their leaders, the adminis-
tration might “have to terminate all of our
relationships with Congress."

Apparently caught off guard at a news
conference on the President’s new crime
commission, both Smith and FBI Director
William Webster sidestepped questions
about the propriety of President Reagan ap-
pearing before the International Longshore-
men's Association last week and his fre-
quent political contact with Teamsters
Union leaders.

Both Unions are among the handful that
supported Reagan's Presidential campaign
and both have been identified repeatedly by
Federal prosecutors as having links to orga-
nized crime.

In his ILA speech, Reagan praised union
President Thomas “Teddy" Gleason as a
man of integrity, despite Senate and grand
jury testimony that his union is controlled
by organized crime.

Thirty-four ILA leaders have been con-
victed of racketeering in recent years as the
result of FBI investigations into the links
between organized crime and the union.

“You have to make a distinction between
the individual who may have engaged in
some illegal activity and the organization,
Smith told reporters at the White House.

Mr. President, as one of the elected
leaders in Congress, I do find it shock-
ing to read what the Attorney General
said, and I repeat these words from
the wire:

Attorney General William French Smith
said Thursday if groups are to be con-
demned by the White House for the crimi-
nal activities of their leaders, the adminis-
tration might “have to terminate all of our
relationships with Congress.”

Now, while the report does not quote
Mr. Smith as having used the word
“leaders,” it must have been very clear
to a reporter or else the wire should
not have used it.

I do not know what leaders he may
have in mind, whether it is Senator
Baker or the Speaker or Minority
Leader MicHEL of the House or myself
or whips or other elected leaders in
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either party. But I am shocked by that
kind of statement, and I think the At-
torney General should put up or shut
up. If he is talking about a leader or
leaders, he should publicly state which
leader he has in mind. In any event, I
would call upon him to publicly re-
tract his statement, and he ought to
apologize for it. It is shocking that the
chief legal officer of the Government
should speak so contemptuously of the
Congress.

That is all I have to say, Mr. Presi-

dent.
@® Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, on behalf
of Mr. BipEN and myself,'I wish to
state that the Attorney General’s
recent comments raise some very seri-
ous questions which he has apparently
left unanswered. The criminal activi-
ties of certain Teamsters and ILA
leaders are well documented not only
in extensive hearings before the
Senate Permanent Subcommittee on
Investigations, but also in the files of
the U.S. Department of Justice.

The Attorney General should dis-
close what information, if any, he has
indicating criminal activities by the
leaders of Congress who are generally
recognized to be Senators HOWARD
BAKER and RoBERT BYRD, and Repre-
sentatives Tip O’NEILL, JIM WRIGHT,
and ROBERT MicHEL. If he has no such
information or charges against the
leaders of Congress, then he should re-
tract his statement and immediately
apologize.@

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I have
nothing further.

RECESS UNTIL 10 A.M.
TOMORROW

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I move,
in accordance with the order previous-
ly entered, that the Senate stand in
recess until 10 a.m. tomorrow.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Senate, at 6:21 p.m., recessed until
Friday, July 29, 1983, at 10 a.m.

NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received by

the Senate July 28, 1983:
IN THE ARMY

The Army National Guard of the United
States officer named herein for appoint-
ment as Reserve Commissioned Officer of
the Army, under the provisions of title 10,
United States Code, sections 593(a), 3385,
and 3392:

To be brigadier general

Col. Arthur V. Episcopo,

The U.S. Army Reserve officers named
herein for appointment as Reserve Commis-
sioned Officers of the Army, under the pro-
visions of title 10, United States Code, sec-
tions 593(a), 3371, and 3384:

To be magjor general
Brig. Gen. Robert O. Bugg, IS el

Brig. Gen. James E. Harrell,
Brig. Gen. Walter K. Tagawa,
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To be brigadier general

Col. James D. Ball,

Col. Edwin Cox,

Col. Jackson L. Flake, Jr.

Col. Daniel W. Fouts, IEErEcrEl

Col. Rudolph E. Hammond,

Col. Jefferson S. Henderson, II,

Col. Alvin W. Jones,

Col. John W. Knapp,

Col. Michael A. Schulz, Jr.

Col. Robert P. Sy, 5

Col. Robert L. Wick, Jr.,

The Army National Guard of the United
States officers named herein for appoint-
ment as Reserve Commissioned Officers of
the Army, under the provisions of title 10,
United States Code, sections 593(a), 3385,
and 3392:

To be magjor general

Brig. Gen. William J. Jefferds,
XXX...

Brig. Gen. Lawrence A. Keller,
XXX...

Brig. Gen. Edward W. Waldon,
XXX...

To be brigadier general

Brig. Gen. Dayle E. Williamson,
. Robert L. Blevins,
. Robert C. Dechert
. James D. Delk,
. Larry H. Della Bitta,
. Averill E. Hawkins,
. Robert L. Helmer,
. John V. Hoyt,
. Dan E. Karr, BRSSO
. Joseph G. Martin, Jr.,
. Patrick J. McCarthy,
. James M. Miller,
. Curtis W. Milligan,
. Robert B. Pettycrew,
. James A. Ryan,
Col. Harry R. Taylor, ERELLStSEun
Col. Teddy E. Williams,
Col. Bobby G. Wood,

IN THE ARMY

The following-named officers for perma-
nent promotion in the U.S. Army, and ap-
pointment into the Regular Army as appro-
priate, in accordance with the appropriate
provisions of title 10, United States Code:

To be colonel

Abney, Robert O.,
Acklin, James M., III,
Adams, Bobby R.,
Adams, Charles L.,
Adams, James L.,
Adams, Ronald E., ISt esss
Adderley, David L.,
Aikman, Larry P.,
Ailinger, Lawrence G.,
Akam, George R.,
Alexander, Leester,
Alix, Richard R.,

Allen, Harold F.,
Anderson, Raymond L.,
Andre, David J.,
Andrews, Roger L.,
Arflack, Kenneth B,
Arnold, Edward D.,
Arrington, Robert D.,
Asbury, David L.,
Bahm, John F., Jr.,
Bailey, Robert N., IS eed

Baker, Ronald L., Jr.,
Barkman, Ralph A., Jr.,
Barnes, Darvin E.,
Barrett, Thomas P., BRASUO0
Barron, Nicholas
Barron, William M., Jr.,
Bates, Jared L.,

Bates, Thomas J.,
Battey, Bruce T.,
Baumgarten, John R.
Beach, Dwight W,

Beale, Richard E., Jr.,
Becker, Robert A.,
Beerthuis, Mark A.,
Belcher, Bill G., BELESEOUNS
Bendele, James C.,
Bender, Charles D.,
Berry, Roy C.,
Biddinger, Dennis C.,
Bila, Ronal V.,

Bitler, William D.,
Blackwell, Paul E.,
Blackwood, Jerry D.,
Blase, James W.,
Blundell, James D.,
Boberek, Frank M.,
Bohannon, William H.
Bombel, George A.,

Boone, Howard E.,
Boose, Donald W., Jr., BRUILLSEEe
Born, Howard P., IESeeeeed
Bouley, Eugene E., Jr., BRLei@u00
Bowker, Lewis W., Jr., SO0 ove0d
Boyd, Wayne C., BEOSSeee

Boyer, Ernest F., JRLLQLu

Brady, Edward J., EREESvo000
Brinkley, Ulyus O., BECSSESe
Broderick, Edward S.,
Brokovich, Michael J.,
Brooks, Billy T., -
Brooks, Lawrence D., XX~
Brown, Arthur S., RIS
Brown, Billy C., EEISUSEee
Brown, Elwyn, L., IRESe S0
Brown, Henry T., Jr., -
Brown, James L., e

Brown, Kenneth N., IR0
Bruce, Gene D., -XX-

Bryce, Ronald H., BREULSEQUNNS
Bunton, Terry R.,
Burr, Ralph R., Jr.,
Busbee, Walter L.,
Bush, William E., Jr.,

Bushong, James T., BRiQrenusl
Butler, Billy C., BECESEOP

Butzer, Charles B., BECCOUO000S
Calhoun, William R., Jr., IBSSeceeed
Call, William A, Jr., XX
Callahan, James E., -XX-
Campbell, John H., BREEOUO0I
Campbell, William H., BEIQUO0
Campbell, Winton G., Jr., BESISES0%
Canyock, John G., IS0l
Carlson, James R., BREeouonnsd

Case, Melvin E., -XX-

Causer, Wilburn R., Jr., EREIOES80
Cavedo, John R., EREESESIN

Cephas, Earl F., IEES0000

Champ, Alan D., BRIV
Chandler, Charles E., Ittt
Chapman, Richard G., Jr., BRAEQUO000
Charlesworth, Russell W., BRUIQASU00
Cheshire, George T., BRGS0
Chesney, Ralph M., EREESIS00e
Chester, Michael Q., BRISESe00d
Chilcoat, Richard A., IRECOvOns
Childress, Richard T., BRSSO
Chun, Merton M., ERISESeee

Clark, Louis R., IR0
Cleveland, Charles R.,
Coffman, Charles O.,
Colan, Albert R., Jr.,
Collins, Robert F.,
Connolly, John F.,
Corbett, John E.,
Cornine, Lance R.,
Costain, Phillip A.,
Cote, Albert H., Jr.,
Cothran, James M.,
Couch, Jacob B., Jr.
Couch, John L.,
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Cox, Dallas L., I e ace Glosson, Clyde W., Jones, Wendell O. B e el
Craig, Richard P. e Gole, Henry G., B2l Joplin, Paul L., Bl
Cummings, John W., XX~ Gordy, John W., Jr. I e caccclll Jorgensen, John F. I araccil
Cupples, Alan B, IS ao Gray, Robert E. B accdl Kalanges, James G., e arcll
Curtis, Myron F., oo Gregory, Wilbur T., Jr., I aceccill Karlseng, Robert C., I acacdl
Daily, James 1., - Grett, Stanley E. I ecarccdl Karrer, Donald, B arcdl
Dalziel, Dean A., -XX- Grier, Tommy F., Jr. el Kauffman, Lewis E., IS rarccdl
Damron, Donald W., Griffiths, William R. I acacccal Keaveney, Michael W.,
Dann, Thomas C., [ Srere Grimshaw, John M., etecetd Keller, Kenneth F. I Scacrdl
Date, Kenneth K. e cated Hagerty, Neil M., e al Kelly, John J. vl
Dauber, Peter F. IR a0 Hagler, Ralph L., Jr. IS acrdl Kelly, Patrick O. el
Daugherty, James R. et Hahn, Richard O. e arccall Kempster, John E. IEaracccdll
Daugherty, William F. e caron Hakola, Roger J., I acdl Kendall, John L. revcal
Daum, Richard S. e Hales, James P., 111 IS carccdll Kent, Richard S. I aracrdl
Davis, Richard E., B2 acaroct Hall, Garrett S. IRl Keough, Francis P., IR arrll
Davison, Michael S., Jr., e Hall, Thomas F., Jr. I ecacccdll Kievenaar, Henry A., Jr. I acacccdl
Dawson, Richard A., Jr. T araoen Hall, William A., 111, IE R arecdl Kilkenny, John M., I e e dl
Deason, Robert L., IS cace Hamilton, Edward A., Jr., Il Kinard, William H., I1I, I rarccdll
Deloach, Javan M., I ecacen Hampton, Don H., I acarccal King, Burnell, I acaccd

Detrio, Richard T. sy Hanke, James S., [P ercce King, Gerald F., ey
Dingwall, Bennett T., I11 e Hardy, Leonard D., Jr., I carcal Kinsey, Charles H., Jr. [Jtaaren
Dinniman, James I.) XX~ Harriman, Charles T. et et Kish, Joseph P. ey
Dolson, Kenneth R.| XX Harris, Donald W., I e arccdl Knudsen, Jerald G., R aren
Douglass, Robert E., Harris, William D., I acaccal Kosco, William G., I
Driskill, Joe G.,| Harrison, David A., I ararcdl Kuhl, Herbert D., e e s
Drolet, Robert A. e carccs Hartman, Clarence B. IS acrdl Kulbacki, Walter S., [ o
Duffie, Robert D., B e Haslemann, Walter, I =carccall Kunhart, Thomas J. I ececccd
Dunn, Carroll H., Jr., - Hasse, Leonard, Jr., e accdl Kurtz, Richard G., B acaced
Dupwe, Robert L., I oty Haubrich, Robert W. IR cdl Kuster, Bernard A., B e cacocd
Durbin, Harlin N., Jr. S ey Hayes, Ropert L., I, IS rarrcal Kuypers, John C., S ce s
Duryea, Lyman C., ey Hendrickson, Richard E., e ccdl Landis, George A., I
Edwards, Thomas B. I acase Hengen, Orville J., Jr., I arcll Landrum, Benson F., B aca e
Elliott, David R., R Henry, James J. RS al Lane, Joseph H., [ acacccd

Ellis, Ronan I., P aeaeecy Hern, Jay R. JEERardl Lang, Walter P., Jr. [ oo
Englund, Douglas M., Iy Hertel, Herbert C., Jr. I ararcdll Larkins, John G., XX~

Eppley, Vernon L., S arey Hervey, Albert E., Jr., I dl Laroque, Fred R., Jr., S ceced
Erickson, Richard, i ecececs Hickey, John J., Jr. el Larson, Jeffrey A., [ eatated
Ervin, James R., - Higginbotham, James L., = arccdl Larson, Richard G., et
Eskew, Michael P., I tacacecs Higgins, Paul R., IR dl Larue, Lowell G., XX~
Esposito, Curtis V., XX Hillyard, Frederick J. I ararcil Lawrie, Thomas J., I acatect
Eubank, Gerald T.,| XX Hilton, Roger T., R dl Lawson, Herbert L., I e e
Evans, Charles E., sy Hitchcock, Dickey, I e al Leassear, Leonard A., e
Even, Donald G., I ecaced Hite, Donald R., I Scarcal Lee, Roger C., I

Everly, Julian R. B acace Hix, William M., I Sardl Leinen, Robert D., Sr., I accdl
Faley, Thomas E., Jr. ey Hobson, Alan D., Lenhardt, Alfonso E., [ et
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Fang, Donald R., ey Hodder, Clinton A., Iyl Lindsey, David H.,
Fesmire, John A., e ey Hodgson, George G., e d Linnen, James R., I raccdl

x
%

X
o)
x
s
x

Fincher, Hubert T., Jr. Hodsdon, Dennis K., IB S arral Lippincott, William R., 2= arccdll
Firestone, Dennis E., XX Holcomb, Cornelius C., Jr., = arral Littlefield, William S., I Ea o
Fischer, William F., XX Holland, James R., I aracrdl Lloyd, Herbert J., IRl
Fisher, Edward C., e Holland, Kenneth J. I acaccdll Lockwood, Robert S.,
Flanagan, William J., Jr. JEerecclll Holland, Robert L., e al Loftus, James S., Jr. I Srarcdl
Flannigan, Robert A. e e Horton, Chapin, S racccall Logan, James A.,
Fleming, Andrew P., e Hospodar, Edward J., e London, Leroy, Jr., e dl
Floresvellido, Angel L., I = ae Howard, Robert T., XX Lovgren, Arthur A, e dl
Flynn, Michael J. ey Howell, Milton L., Jr., [ ey Lovgren, Paul W.,

Foley, James G., Jr. IS catrcy Hughes, Billie L., I Rrares Lowrance, Jerry M., IS carcal
Foley, William J., I = arey Humpbhries, James F.| XX Lucy, Daniel H.,

Foscue, Stanley M., I acaceet Hunt, George E., [ ecaccc Luster, Stephen, S rarccdall
Frailing, Leroy G., ey Hunt, James P. oo ey Lyle, James M.,

Franck, John L. | XX~ Hunt, John W S tere Lynch, Harold D., e dl
Franks, Clifton R. ey Hunter, William W., Jr., I arare il Mabry, Richard M.,

Frasche, Louis D., Itacatct Huser, Herbert C., I aracccdl MacMurdy, William L., Jr.,

Fredrick, Gilbert H., -XX- Ingalsbe, Duane G. Il Maier, Nelson H., Jr., IS aredl
Freeman, Lowell F., e catecd Irving, Robert J. B aracccall Maksimowski, Richard J., el
French, Luther L. B ey Isbell, Ernest L., S ey Malone, Edward C., Jr., I acarcal
Fritz, Stanley G. I aaee Izzard, William A., Manley, John R., IS avcdl
Gaither, Thomas D. i Erarrcdl Jablonsky, David, I Srarrcll Manning, Robert, Jr.,|

Gall, Frank Jr. JESardl Jackson, David S., el Martin, James R.,

Gardner, Arthur R. S avcdl Jellison, Robert J. I racall Mason, Lloyd D.,
Garnett, Bruce M. ey Jew, Soot M., Mason, Ralph A, Jr., IRl
Garrison, William F. IR acac Jewell, James C., B acdl Matsuda, Clarence G., I acarccall
Garvin, David B., B arare Johnson, Alvin B., Jr. el Matteson, Stephen C., IR Rarcal
Gatlin, Jerry D. JEecaccal Johnson, Cal D.,arrral Matthews, Daryl B., e al
Genetti, Albert J., Jr. I arecdl Johnson, Charlton G., Jr. B Erarcal Matthews, John H., B accdl
George, Graham W., Jr. BB aracccdll Johnson, Harry B. [ ececdl McBroom, Billy W.,
Geurin, John A, IS accdl Johnson, James C.. IR ardl McClain, Charles W., Jr., I e dl
Giese, Paul A, el Johnson, Joe S., Jr. et atd McCollum, Lawrence J.,
Gifford, Ronald M., IRl Johnson, Julius F. BB Scacrdl McCormick, Michael J.,
Gilligan, Richard M., Jr. I ararcdll Johnson, Roy S., IIL e dl McCoy, James B.,
Gilmore, Gary B., IRl Johnson, William P., Jr., R arrll McCoy, Ray E.,

Girardi, Alfred F. I e caccdl Jones, Bobby A., I Saredl McCurdey, Newton F., Jr., I acaccall
Glassman, Arthur L. I eceecal Jones, Boyd A., et McDaniel, Richard A., IS el
Gleim, Albert F., JEracal Jones, Lavert W., s dl MCcElroy, Roger L.,
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McEnany, Brian R. Il Powe, Marc B., Stewart, Asa E., IR
McFerron, Darrel A. IS Powell, Robert L., IS dl Stewart, Thomas L., I acace
McGeachy, Clinton B, IEacarrrdl Poynter, William D., IEtererell Stieglitz, Gilbert J. ISR
McGrath, Thomas R. BECSEOH0S Price, Carl N., Stokes, Oliver C., Jr., BBLISI0w%
McGregor, William L., Jr., IE el Price, Hugh A., IEEearrcall Stong, Tobb D., IEE=Care
McKay, Donald M., Jr., BERSCeteell Prim, David F., Il Stpeter, Norman L., I ecete
McKay, James F., Jr. el Quast, John G. IEErerll Strachan, James D., R
McLaughlin, David R., IS carect Quattromani, Anthony F. I erecill Strickland, David S., I Scart
McLemore, Oran F., IE el Ralston, Maurice H., ISt Stryjewski, Robert H., IRt
McMakin, James P., IS dl Reavill, Jackson C., I dl Sughrue, Lawrence T., XX
McManners, John A. IE el Regelski, Joseph R., I aerecdll Swenson, Peter C., Ry
McNealy, John R., I el Reich, Robert M., Il Swift, William D., B e
Means, Dale F., IS acrdl Renfro, Ronnie J. I Sracrdl Szwarckop, Joseph D.,
Mehigan, Denis M., Il Rethlake, Ralph J. I ecaccal Szydlo, Robert B.,
Meisel, Bernard F., Jr. I e carccdl Reynolds, William J., IS dl Tacelosky, Robert J. ey
Mengel, Larry L., IR acral Richardson, Johnny L. IEEravrall Talmadge, Roger S., 22
Merritt, Donald E. B acarcal Richardson, Joseph L., ey Tate, Arthur W., Jr. e
Merritt, Gordon L. el Richardson, Obrene, IS racdl Taylor, John L.,
Meyers, Frederick F., M Riley, Patrick E. I aracdl Taylor, Robert B.,
Mikkelson, David W., Rimbey, Charles F. I ecaccdl Telenko, George J., Jr.,|
Milam, Michael M., IFEar el Riordan, Richard G. JEeraced Tempton, Willie A., e acccd
Miles, Donald F., e al Ritchie, Richard H. I ararcdl Terrell, Douglas R., e cced
Miller, Frank D., Jr. I arecdll Roberts, James T., Jr. I arerrdl Terrell, Richard H. IS caro:
Miller, Frank L., Jr. B acacal Robinson, Charles W., I racccall Theologos, John J. ey
Miller, Garrett S. IR e al Robinson, Karl W., el Thomas, Everett R. -XX-
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Miller Joseph B., B S catecy Robles, Josue, Jr., IS rarccdl Thomas, Stanley E., -XX-
Miller, Ward A., Il Roderick, Gary L., IS el Thompson, John C., XX
Miller, William A., e al Rodgers, Roland F., I acecdl Timmons, Richard F., -
Miller, William H., e dl Rogers, Douglas H., I ecaccdl Tincher, James C., III] -
Millerlile, William M., I e Rogers, John B, IS accdl Tindall, James E., S

x
g
3
g
x

x
&
3lx
g8
K%
o)
g
X

Milliner, James E. JErareredl Rosengrant, Larue R. I raccill Tinsman, Robert B., -
Mitchell, Robert C., IS ar Rowe, Dorsey E., Tippins, Gerald M., I e e
Mitchiner, Marvin E., Jr. I Sracedll Royer, Aaron M., I acedl Tipton, James D., XX
Monsees, Stephen K. e el Rozga, Anthony A., I ecarcdl Todd, Jackson E.,
Montgomery, James R. I al Rubery, Daniel J., IS rarrcall Torres, Manuel, -XX-
Moore, Howard W., Jr., IR oey Ruggerio, Dominic W., I e carrcll Townsend, Kenneth L.,
Moore, James L., I11, el Russell, Eugene N., IS avcdl Tragemann, Richard W., I ao
Moore, Jimmy R., IS arrdl Saari, Donald R., [ S ar Trombley, Thomas H., B S arecs
Morin, Carl R., Jr. B e cace Sabin, Charles B., i ararccdl Tucker, Billy D., I atarcct

Mullins, Cager W., Jr., I areredl Saffron, Joseph P. S arrcal Tucker, James E., I Srarrcall
Murphy, Haspard R. T cecarccdll Samas, Frank R. e dl Tumminello, Albert J., Jr. I ecevcil
Murphy, William J., Jr. e dl Schaible, Dennis J., I ecaccdl Turcotte, Gerald V., I aracery
Murray, Richard N., Jr. e al Scherr, William A., ITL IS rarccdll Vanderbush, Albert 111 B acecall
Najjar, Alphonse L., el Schneider, William A., B Vanprooyen, Jan A, B By

Napier, Joseph S. I al Schofield, Dale W., Vasey, Dennis P.,

Nau, John F., Jr. v erecral Scholl, Wayne J., el Vejar, Ray J., IS arrcdl

Needham, Thomas H. e rcal Schroeder, James M., v dl Velezis, James A.,

Nelson, Landy T., JEaracdl Schumacher, William J. I Srardll Volta, Donald H., e el
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Neubert, Gunter H. I ararccdll Schwartz, Daniel, e al Wagner, Jerry T., e caee

Newell, Thomas K., Jr. Il Scott, Eugene F., I Sraron Walker, Gerald S, el
Newman, Ralph E. Seibert, Gunter P. JJErecaccall Walts, Charles O. e dll
Newton, Anthony H., B ar Semrau, Buddy L., JFeraredl Warren, Robert J. B ardl
Norman, William L., Eeraredl Sheehy, Stephen P. T Eoen Wasaff, Samuel K., Jr. I erecedll
Norrod, Forrest P., Jr. i acarccdll Sheffield, Robert W. e call Wascom, Charles L., = arcal
Nowland, Donald E., P ecaee Sheffield, Roger V., I ecacall Washburn, Curtis J.. e al
Nutt, Merwyn L., I Saredl Shires, Charles D., e ey Webb, James T., I Scacccdl
O’Brien, James J. I acerrdl Shlenker, Lenard L., Jr. Jtacarrdl Webster, Lynn C., It
O’Neal, Samuel K., B el Sholly, David J., I acarcal Weeks, Thomas L., Jr., I acarccll
Orell, Seth R. IR ercal Shope, Walter R., el Weigand, Gerald L., B carccal
Osburn, Gerald G. I aarcdl Short, Albert V., IR Weirich, Danford N., e dl
Osterhoudt, Michael B. e rcal Sierra, Michael J., s dl White, David E.,
Palmer, Charles S. I trarccall Simoneaux, Joseph A., R arccdll White, Thomas E., Jr. I ecacen
Palmer, Terry, e arcdll Simpson, Kenneth W., I eravcal Whitehead, Charles L., Srarcdl
Paris, William F., 11 e dl Sims, Thomas L., JEeravedl Whitmore, Stanley E., Jr. It e s dl
Parrish, David H., e racal Singsank, James J., I arecdll Whittle, Charles E., [t acccall
Patin, Jude W, B ecal Sloan, John N, JErSaredl Wilhelm, Alfred D., Jr., S dl
Pattison, William C. J=rarral Smith, Carlton H. BB ey Williams, Wade J., B raral

Paul, Leroy W., I ararcdl Smith, Charles F., Williams, Warren B.,

Paxton, Gary L. B Srarccal Smith, Emmette W., e dl Willis, Deral E.,

Peck, John A, erecal Smith, George F. Jararcal Wills, Edward L.,
Perezlebron, Hector e dl Smith, Hubert G. I dl Wilson, Daniel M.,
Perlow, Joyce S., IS ardl Smith, James A., e Wilson, Johnnie E., By
Perrine, Charles H. el Smith, Jimmy T. [ acacal Winkler, David M.,
Perry, Daniel R. el Smith, William L., JFrerecrcall Wissinger, Allen R., I e et
Perry, Stephen M. IS R Snipes, Grover E., B e Wolf, Robert L., I Erarrcal
Peters, Frederick e Snyder, L. B, II, e reeecs Womble, Columbus M.,
Peterson, James C. I ararccall Speedy, John C., ITI I e E ] Wood, Smythe J., I ecacal
Petrolino, Joseph A., Jr. Spencer, Thomas A., Woodbury, Paul W., IR acarcdl
Pitcher, Rudolph A.| Sprague, Harold E., 11, Pt ecacrcall Woodham, Gary E., I ararrdl
Plymale, Charles F. JBaracccall Starbird, Edward A., e dl Woods, Sanderson A.,
Poch, Todd R., I earcal Steele, James J.,| Woodward, James K., I eceral
Poole, George E., Jr. el Steele, Rowland% Wright, Wayne W., T ecacall
Poshard, Robert J. I e a0 Stetzinger, John E. I Eacrdl Yamashita, Ted K.,

Potter, Clifton A e raeess Stevens, Pat M., V, B a2 Ry Yates, Carl W.,
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Yates, Walter H., Jr. el
Young, Danny A, I rareal
Young, Thomas F., I acarccall
Zelez, Gordon N, e carrcll
Zepke, John R. el
Zetterberg, Robert W. IS e dl
CHAPLAIN

To be colonel
Autry, Jerry D. S arcdl
Breland, Don C., ety
Bykowski, Norbert H., B Sracrdl
Clanton, Charles T. IS arral
Confroy, Thomas J. B e Sty
Hunt, Henry L. el
Kent, David W, e dl
Nass, Bernard F. [ acaccal
Peterson, David P. I E e dl
Roberts, Archie T. B dl
Schumacher, John W. IESrarcdll
Sharber, Pete IS rarccdl
Smith, William T., IEaraccdl
Webb, Arthur M., el
Webster, Norris M.,
White, Buster P.,
Zimmerman, Matthew A, e al
JUDGE ADVOCATE GENERAL’S CORPS
To be colonel

Armstrong, Henry J. I ararrdl

Beans, Harry C., 111 I ecarcal

Brookshire, Robert R., I1 JE S e dll

Carroll, Bartlett J., Jr. IR e arccal

Corrigan, Dennis M., Jrarcdl

Crean, Thomas M., I Erarcal

Darley, Roger G. B ardl

Gilley, Dewey C., Jr., Jaarcdl

Green, Herbert J. i ecacccdl

Lane, Jack F., Jr. BB e e

Mann, Richard G. Il

Murphy, James A. IERErateall

Sims, Benjamin A., e arrall

Tiedemann, John J., ITI e acccdll

Williams, Herbert D., I11 IR e all
DENTAL CORPS

To be colonel

Agar, John R. =l
Antonini, Charles J. vl
Backenstose, William M., I aracdll
Badger, Gary R. Rl
Baker, Kim J., Sr., I E el
Becka, David C., el
Beuttenmuller, Erhard A. e cal
Billingsley, Michael L., e ecral
Bogue, John P., Sr. el
Butler, Gerald V. I arcdl
Comella, Martin C., IS rarcal
Cuddy, John J. I Erarcdl

Edge, Marion J., e arccdl
Farmer, John B., Jr. el
Fay, James R. el

Ficara, Anthony J. S arccdl
Gardner, Furmon M. B ereccal
Gifford, Gerald R. =l
Gracey, Leslie L., e d
Gunderson, Ronald B. el
Hake, Terry H. oo dl
Hanson, Donald P. Jecarccal
Haro, David P., e carcal

Hooks, Thomas W., I erecrdl
Hughbanks, James C. IS aral
Hunter, Ronald D. e eredl
Hutchins, Harry S., Jr. I arcdll
Ivanhoe, John R. JEErarecall
Jeffrey, Gary D. vl
Johnson, Ralph G., III e el
Kallio, Donald M., e al
Kestner, Allan T. B ecatccal
Kokos, Ross D., e dl
Krakow, Arthur M. e dl
Kraut, Richard A. I erevcal
Kuhn, John B. JFetecerrall
Labounty, Gary L. JJErerecral
Lessin, Michael E., e al
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Lorton, Lewis,
Lucidi, Richard N.,
Lyon, Douglas R., ISRl
Marcoot, Ralph M., B Srarccal
McQuade, Michael J., IS e dl
Moergeli, James R., JT., I acaccdl
Moody, Edward L., = arrdl
Mooney, Darrel L., JET=rarccll
Nagy, William W., ey
Nelson, Donald F.,
Newbry, Everett G., Jr.,
Pawsat, David S., e al
Percy, Kent H. JEetarrtal
Petrucci, Vincent A, JE e dl
Phillips, Bruce B., 22 arcdl
Reddy, Thomas G., Jr. B S dl
Sheehe, John P.
Sheppard, Paul R.
Smith, Malcolm G., Jr.,
Soehren, Stephen E.
Stanford, Thomas W., Jr. e ecccall
Stankewitz, Charles G. B ararcal
Swain, Gary R.,
Tesch, Thomas N.,
Todd, Maylon J.,
Tressler, Lloyd E., I acarccdl
Wallace, Douglas C.,
Wallace, William F., S eeeees
Wampole, Harry S., IS arcdl
Wilke, Gary M., =l

MEDICAL CORPS

To be colonel

Albus, Robert A., IS acdl
Anderson, Harry J., Jr. el
Ball, Robert M.,

Ballard, Clark T., Jr. |

Belts, Richard P. Jrarecdl
Bernier, Barre S, v dl
Boedeker, Edgar C., IRy dl
Brenz, Ronald W., I el
Brewster, Frank A. I ararccdll
Broadnax, Gary B. el
Bunner, David L., = el
Burkhalter, Edward L. I rarcal
Butler, Hugh W. v dl
Carter, Preston L. e dll
Carter, Thomas E. el
Casey, Elmer M., Jr. Il
Caughron, John R. I e e dl
Collins, Delano M.,

Curl, Walton W.,

Deshon, George E., Jr.,

Done, Stephen L.,

Dunagin, Percy E., Jr. I aravcdll
Durham, James C. o carccal
Fellini, Robert W., vl
Franceschi, Porfirio, I ecacccall
Frias, Antonio E., e al
Frushour, Stephen J. I el
Fuselier, Francis W., I acarcdl
Genser, Sander G. e dl
George, Lynn D, B raredl
Goldner, Fred H. [ acarccal
Graham, Jimmie R. I ecarcal
Gunby, Edwin N., e dl
Gutierrez, Jorge A. IR arccdl
Haddock, James B., e dl
Hameister, Herbert H. ol
Harris, Stanley C. S areal
Haugland, David, I =rarecall
Hawksley, Vaughn C., e areil
Hayes, Charles R., v dl
Heiselt, Lawrence R., e arrdl
Heller, Paul B, IEScacrdl

Helsel, Robert A., I dl
Hood, Charles H.,

Hymarsh, Marilyn K.,

Jackson, Joseph P., Jr. IS al
Jung, Chung J. JEvereteell

Kark, John A. JFerecce il

Karl, Robert D., Jr. el

Kirchdoerfer, Richard G. JE S ecrdl

Kraft, Barry Jtecacccll
Lam, David M.,
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Lapins, Nikolajs A.,
Lepore, Michael L., JIEarccll
Lister, Robert C., I e acrdl
Loleng, Cecilia M., B e e
Lowry, Barbara S., I acaccall
Lutz, Ronald L., = arrdl
Madden, William A., IR acrdl
Maitland, Charles G. S a o
Mansfield, Lyndon E., JIESarral
Markey, Keith L. e al
McLean, Ian W., 2ol
Meade, William C., 111, el
Meinert, William J., Jr. I Scarcal
Melendez, Edwin, JEEEarral
Miller, Charles F. IR arrdl
Miller, Robert W, IR dl
Miller, William W., Jr., I acecrdl
Moore, Reginald G., Jr. [ e
Osterholzer, Heinz O. T Sarcal
Park, Jinsoo, = el

Perry, Michael E.,
Pulaski, Edwin T., B raessess
Quattromani, Frank L. il
Rawlings, James S., IS e dl
Read, John A., 11 IR dl
Redmond, John, 111 T Erarcal
Reinker, Kent A. el
Rogers, Jack A, Jr. I carcdl
Salander, James M. IR arccdll
Schneider, Richard L. e al
Seyfer, Alan E., 2= arcdl
Sharma, Ashok K. e il
Stelter, Gerald P. IS e dl
Stoddard, Frederick R. S arcal
Stones, Carl, e dl

Swengel, Richard M., el
Talbot, Asa R., I Eacccdl

Tellis, Claude J., el
Thomas, Paul J. el
Thomsen, Russel J. JEararcdl
Vaeth, Stephan J. I ravdl
Vanek, David V.,
Visintine, Robert E. IS e dl
Wehunt, William D., il
Whitsitt, Leighton S. e
Williams, Robert K. el
Wilson, Torrence M., IS e dl
Winkel, Craig A., =l
Yelland, Graham B Scarcll
York, William B., Jr., B e dl

MEDICAL SERVICE CORPS
To be colonel

Amos, William H., Jr., IR errdl
Berry, Walter L., Jr. [ carcal
Betasso, Joseph J. I ararcal
Bowen, Gail O.,

Breunle, Phillip C.,

Collins, Robert P., [ Erarcdl
Colvin, John D., I11 IR aral
Conner, Johnny L. e dl
Dorsey, Philip L., I arrdl
Gayagas, Edwin J., [ carcal
Gray, William T., IS e dl
Hacker, Helmut F. JESarril
Halvorson, Gerald W.,

Hammond, George E., Jr.,
Harrington, Jack O., Jr. e caceal
Hausler, George W, el
Heimendinger, Richard B. I araccdl
Hilliard, Robert W., R areal
Holland, Leon L.,

Hunt, Dan W., IEXSarrdl

Juchau, Simmeon V., el
Katsuyoshi, Charles M. IS e dll
Kishimoto, Richard A., e s
Kovach, Frank J., Jr. B ey

Laible, James P., S e el
Leddy, John T. S ar

Lynch, Jeffrey G. By
Marine, Wayne E., B ecaees
Marley, Henry B., Jr. I e ecdll

Martin, Mathis G., R0
McKinster, Lowell, JSaosmway
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McNeill, Douglas W., VETERINARY CORPS Gortner, A. E., I
Morrison, John B., IEEterccall Ervin, John T., IR Haag, George P., Il
Myles, Donald A., IESS8000 Howarth, Robert A, I E Jaquezbell, Virginia, IEacaccdll
Pedersen, Carl E., Jr. HES=cererdll Lupton, Harold W., IR, Kral, Thomas E., IESEeccdl
Perry, William R., IR rarecal Mellick, Paul W., Massimino, Joseph J., I ttac
Pinson, Robert H., IE S cacdll Montrey, Richard D, ISl McCasland, Nickey J.
Reinert, John F. IR eccclll Peace, Theopolis, I aarrcll McQuail, Claire M., IFSSo0E
Rexrode, Robert W., IER=terrdll Whitmire, Richard E., Jr Mino, Thomas A.,
Rose, Walter E., I el e Montgomery, Raymond A., IETEarll
Rosenbleeth, Milton H., IE el ARMY NURSE CORPS Nooney, Nancy N.,
Sawyer, James R., Il To be colonel O'Neil, Marie R., IEracdll

Schiefer, Bernard A., IEateceill Pfaehler, Karl H. I arccall
Scofield, Thomas C.. oy o s Rossi, Marguarite J. [EEEesrg
. 3 Segler, Esther J. I Etaccclll

Shannon, Sam Jr. IE Sl

Shelton, Edward J. IEECETal it ‘}aﬁi‘e"ées Snell, Frank W., IR
Strachan, Richard J. IE el Bredéimeior Latay Snyder, Helen R., IERcaccdl
Thornton, Joseph A. el Burke, Carole A, Springmier, Joyce T_ BEREISCaN
Truscott, James J. HERSCacccall Burke, Gerald W XXX-XX-XXXX Strieper, Gerard o8 oo ]
Turner, Milton E., IEEECat Clark, Dorothy J. IESErvwE Sylvester, Marilyn J., IESStercall
Vallandingham, James W., IERScerclll Clutter, Leanna M. Washington, Lawrence C., IEZETerll
Vorpahl, Kenneth W. IETEEtetelll Crowley, Maureen A., ARMY SPECIALIST CORPS
Walker, Jimmy, IEEEEtEttell Croy, Gail, To be colonel
Warner, Lyle W.. B Dockal, Harvey J., BECEeEral Cronin, Martha A IETErSrE
Waters, Henry J., IR ecacecll Ewing, Donna M., Haley, Donald, Il
Whitehouse, Roy L., BRSNS Finn, Elizabeth P., Il Foborta e R
Wright, Robert E., IEGCISE Frankeberger, Ann P., et all Sundstrom, Carl, IESEEral




	Page 1
	Page 1
	Page 1
	Page 1
	Page 1

		Superintendent of Documents
	2016-11-15T11:50:02-0500
	US GPO, Washington, DC 20401
	Superintendent of Documents
	GPO attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by GPO




